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Sue Swaim 



Foreword 



E ducation is at an important crossroad; and middle level education 
in particular is receiving new scrutiny. What Current Research Says 
to the Middle Level Practitioner , therefore, is a most timely publi- 
cation. National Middle School Association is proud to be able to facilitate 
the preparation and publishing of this important volume. It is another dem- 
onstration of the association’s commitment to the importance of middle 
level research and its impact on the implementation of high performance, 
developmental^ responsive middle level schools. NMSA’s other research 
initiatives and resources include: 

• the ongoing work of NMSA’s Research Committee, 

• the expansion and publication of Research in Middle Level Educa- 
tion Quarterly , a journal dedicated to sharing quality research 
concerning young adolescents and their schooling, 

• the publication and distribution, via the internet and fax-on-de- 
mand, of Research Summaries that synthesize research and answer 
questions most frequently raised about middle level schools, 

• the publication and dissemination of the Middle Level Research 
Agenda that was developed by a blue ribbon task force of research- 
ers and middle level practitioners to help encourage and facilitate 
the continued focus on quality middle level research. 

Collectively, these initiatives are building a body of knowledge which is 
easily accessible to middle level practitioners. It is important that we com- 
bine what we are learning through relevant research with the cumulative 
experiences of thousands of middle level educators so that the critical work 
of reforming and improving middle level education will continue to move 
forward. 
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I encourage you to read this publication very carefully and share it 
with others, including board members and citizens generally. It touches on 
a wide variety of important middle level topics and is written in a clear 
voice directed to middle level practitioners. Now is the time to rise to the 
challenge of implementing middle level schools that expect high academic 
achievement from all students through the implementation of developmen- 
tally responsive practices. The young adolescents with whom we work and 
live on a daily basis deserve our best efforts if each is to have the chance to 
become all he or she can and should be. 

The importance of achieving developmentally responsive 
middle level schools cannot be overemphasized. The na- 
ture of the educational programs young adolescents ex- 
perience during this formative period of life will, in large 
measure, determine the future for all of us. 

— This We Believe , 1995. 
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Foreword 



John H. Lounsbury 



T he middle school movement is an educational success story unpar- 
alleled in our history. In little over three decades the face of Ameri- 
can education has been remade; the intermediate level of education 
has been given a long overdue identity and has, in fact, been recognized as 
the level leading in instituting significant educational reform. 

To maintain the momentum, however, the clear light of solid research 
is needed. As a presumably new idea, the middle school has faced hard 
questions, ones neither the elementary school nor the high school has had 
to answer. Because the middle school advocacy included practices and pro- 
grams that were not a part of established school practices, parents and board 
members have been skeptical and wanted evidence. Citizens demanded 
research data to justify implementation of middle school practices, although 
no research studies could be cited to justify maintaining the status quo. 
Now, however, there are data to give credibility to advocated middle level 
practices. 

For many years, there was little relevant research available, and the 
studies that existed were scattered. Middle school advocates were certain 
about the validity of their educational philosophy and sufficiently commit- 
ted to implement their beliefs on faith. The positive responses of students 
gave them further assurance, but subjective judgments about “doing the 
right thing for kids” failed to satisfy critics and skeptics. Fortunately, research 
studies that focus on young adolescents and middle school practices have 
begun to accumulate, with prospects for more in the immediate future. While 
the definitive, no qualification results that some would like are not available, 
a body of solid research data to undergird middle school practices is now 
present. In education it is never possible to control sufficiently all the vari- 
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ables as can be done in a scientific laboratory. However, about the weight 
of evidence supporting middle school practices there can be little doubt. 

This volume is a testament to that fact, and its publication is a matter 
of real importance to the still-expanding middle school movement. Never 
before has there been assembled and presented in clear, understandable 
terms so much research data on so many facets of middle level education. 
In the 31 chapters, topics ranging from young adolescent development, to 
teaming, to inclusion, to grouping, to urban schools, to organizational is- 
sues are examined. 

What Current Research Says to the Middle Level Practitioner is a 
carefully crafted melding of research findings and understandable prose. 
Judith Irvin and the forty competent authors/researchers are to be com- 
mended for providing this much-needed volume. Filling admirably the gap 
that has existed in middle level professional literature, this resource de- 
serves to be studied, quoted, referred to, and otherwise put to use in the 
continuing campaign to improve the educational experience of young ado- 
lescents. 
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Judith L. Irvin 



Preface 




y T T hat R esearc h ^ a y s to *h e Middle Level Practitioner ; released by 
1 /I / NMSA in 1986, filled a critical need. Since that time, consider- 
V V able activity in the field of middle level research has occurred. 
Research in Middle Level Education Quarterly was established, and qual- 
ity research concerning young adolescents and their schooling can be found 
in a variety of other journals both inside and outside of education. Although 
RMLEQ makes a deliberate effort to report implications of research to the 
field of practice, the reality is that teachers, administrators, school district 
personnel, school board members, and other practitioners have neither the 
time nor the inclination to locate and pour through research articles on 
topics of interest in middle level education. NMSA attempts to fill the gap 
between research and practice by producing a series of Research Summa- 
ries that synthesize research and answer questions most frequently raised 
by middle level practitioners. 

This all new volume. What Current Research Says to the Middle Level 
Practitioner ; is a result of discussions between the Research Committee 
and the Publications Committee of NMSA, both of which recognized the 
need to provide a ready source of the most recent research findings, in a 
readable fashion, on important topics. The table of contents was shaped by 
the Research Committee and members of the American Educational 
Research Association’s (AERA) Special Interest Group in Middle Level 
Education; then, highly knowledgeable researchers in the field were asked 
to submit chapters. This volume represents the collaborative efforts of 40 
separate authors with guidance from NMSA’s Research Committee mem- 
bers Joanne Arhar, Ronald Klemp, Laurie Hart, Rebecca Mills, David 
Hough, Nancy Mizelle, and Jill Van Ness. It was, indeed, a pleasure for me 
to work with this entire group of dedicated scholars. 

xiii 
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he success of middle level education over the past two decades is 



more the result of courageous efforts by adventuresome educators 



JL than reliance on a research base supporting such signature prac- 
tices as interdisciplinary team organization, small group guidance, or an 
exploratory curriculum. In fact, some middle level practitioners have 
shunned research as being impractical, difficult to understand, and some- 
what intimidating. The 1990s, however, have brought new sophistication 
to middle level education among school board members and site-based 
decision makers. These policy makers in the educational process now de- 
mand to consider research findings that may make an impact on decisions 
made in individual schools or districts. Research in middle level education 
seems to be coming of age. 

Much of the educational restructuring rhetoric seems to be focused, 
in general, on practices such as team organization, interdisciplinary instruc- 
tion, and an advisory role for teachers - practices first designed for and 
practiced in middle level schools. In the next decade, it is already clear that 
educators are sure to witness in elementary and high schools the imple- 
mentation of practices that have been traditionally identified as middle school 
practices. More than ever, then, research supporting or raising questions 
about the effectiveness of these practices is imperative. 



Reluctant research consumers cite their lack of statistical sophistication as 
a reason not to use the results of systematic study in their daily decision 



□ Research Methodologies □ 



3 



17 



What Current Research Says 



making. Generally, they associate numbers, formulas, and convoluted sets 
of findings with articles that rarely discuss the implications of such find- 
ings. Until recently, reluctant consumers of research may have been justi- 
fied in their hesitancy. 

New research methodologies have liberated educators from these in- 
timidations. We will briefly describe five methodologies most commonly 
used to study education that are extremely useful to middle level practitio- 
ners: surveys, shadow studies, quantitative, qualitative, and action research. 
Each methodology differs in its observational and analytical techniques, 
the role of the researcher, and the emphasis on the context of the phenom- 
enon studied. We conclude this chapter by discussing the identity of middle 
level education research and efforts to disseminate research to the field of 
practice. 

□ Survey research 

The most useful aspect of survey research is the ability to gain in- 
sights and information from people covering vast distances in a reasonable 
amount of time. Samples are generally large, yet information about context 
is limited. Survey research is particularly useful to track trends, practices, 
and issues over time and across numerous sites. 

At least four large survey efforts have provided useful descriptive data 
addressing the degree to which middle school programs and practices are 
implemented across the country. Schools in (he Middle: Status and Progress 
(Alexander & McEwin, 1989) compares and contrasts the results between 
a 1968 and 1988 survey of trends in grade configuration, enrollment num- 
bers, reasons for establishing a middle school, subject offerings, evalua- 
tions, and attitudes towards middle schools. In Education in the Middle 
Grades: National Practices and Trends, Epstein & Mac Iver (1990) sur- 
veyed 2400 middle level schools with a response rate of 73%. This study 
addressed the practices surveyed in the Alexander and McEwin survey and 
asked respondents to project possible future practices. 

The most recent survey and the most comprehensive provided status 
data derived from a 1993 random sample of 1,798 middle level schools 
together with comparisons from the 1968 and 1988 surveys cited above. 
America's Middle Schools: Practices and Progress — A 25 Year Perspective 
(McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 1996) supplies detailed information on 
nearly every aspect of middle level schooling. One hundred and twelve 
tables and figures supplement the narrative. Especially valuable is the abil- 
ity to see the shifts that have occurred since the initial Alexander survey of 
1968 and the subsequent 1988 study. 
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Another important large scale survey effort was conducted by the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) through their 
publication of three studies: The Junior High Principalship (Rock & 
Hemphill, 1966), The Middle Level Principalship: A Suiwey of Middle Level 
Principals and Programs (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, & Keefe, 1981), 
and Leadership in Middle Level Education : A National Survey of Middle 
Level Leaders and Schools (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Melton, & Keefe, 1993). 
These large-scale surveys obtained information about practices of princi- 
pals and assistant principals and the degree of implementation of middle 
school programs and practices. The latest two studies included a second 
volume which consisted of a multiple cross-site analysis of certain pro- 
grams and practices. Teams of researchers actually visited selected sites to 
verify and extend information learned through the survey (Keefe, Clark, 
Nickerson, & Valentine, 1983; Keefe, Valentine, Clark, & Irvin, 1994). Taken 
together, these surveys (spanning 27 years from 1966 to 1993) have been 
useful in tracking middle level education to understand better the level of 
implementation of signature practices. 

□ Shadow studies 

Five shadow studies of middle level grades have been conducted on a 
national level. They have provided a realistic look at what students experi- 
ence in school: The Junior High School We Saw: One Day in the Eighth 
Grade (Lounsbury & Marani, 1964); The Middle School in Profile: A Day 
in the Seventh Grade (Lounsbury, Marani, & Compton, 1980); How Fares 
the Ninth Grade? (Lounsbury & Johnston, 1985); Life in the Three Sixth 
Grades (Lounsbury & Johnston, 1 988); and Inside Grade Eight: From Apa- 
thy to Excitement (Lounsbury & Clark, 1990). By following or “shadow- 
ing” students throughout a particular school day, researchers have helped 
practitioners understand the unique experiences of young adolescents at 
each middle level grade and from the standpoint of the consumer. Shadow 
studies provide a revealing picture of life in the schools and classrooms 
that serve young adolescent students. 

□ Quantitative research 

Numbers and formulas are trademarks of quantitative research meth- 
odologies. Comparison between treatment and control groups and signifi- 
cance of results are important elements. One of the difficulties with quanti- 
tative research is that to understand the conclusions drawn, one must un- 
derstand each of the variables and how it was measured as well as the 
statistical procedures used to analyze the data in this deductive approach. 
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□ Qualitative research 

Interviews, observations, and document analysis are the major forms 
of data collection in this research methodology. Samples are generally small, 
but context becomes extremely important. Volumes of data are collected, 
analyzed, and synthesized because qualitative researchers usually spend 
long periods of time “in the field.” Themes often emerge inductively and 
are often used to draw conclusions. Just as quantitative research has checks 
for validity and rigor, qualitative methodology establishes validity and rigor 
through such techniques as member checks (returning to the source of in- 
formation for accuracy) and triangulation (validating information from more 
than one source). Despite the difficulty of drawing generalizations from 
qualitative research, this methodology is popular and has facilitated the 
study of many of the phenomena in middle level schools that are difficult 
to quantify. 

□ Action research 

Collaboration among university, school faculty, and students make 
this type of research meaningful, context driven, and of specific use to 
local sites. Qualitative, quantitative, or a combination of the two method- 
ologies can be used in action research which is most often used to study 
such issues as curricular innovations, instructional strategies, or student 
attitudes peculiar to one situation in time. Results are not necessarily in- 
tended to be generalized to other settings. 

All of these research techniques have validity and rigor built into their 
methodologies. All have been used (and sometimes misused) by research- 
ers and practitioners, and all have their place in adding pieces to the middle 
level education puzzle. Occasionally, we are asked the question “which 
study proves what we do in middle school is right for young adolescents?” 
No one study and no one methodology answers that complex question. 
Building a research agenda is the first step toward asking the “right ques- 
tions” so that bona fide answers might be found. 



In a comprehensive review of the research literature. Hough (1989, 1991) 
found pre-1980 middle level education research “weak in design and meth- 
odologically flawed. During the 1980s, however, [he found] a growing level 
of sophistication in the design and conduct of many studies [which] pro- 
duced a higher quality of research” (p. 8). Middle level research of the 
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1990s is of higher quality than in the 1970s or 1980s, and there is consider- 
ably more of it. 

Identity may be a key factor in improving both the quality and the 
amount of research pertinent to middle level education. A Delphi Study 
conducted by the National Middle School Association (Jenkins & Jenkins, 
1991) revealed that achieving legitimacy for the middle school was the 
leading issue among its members. Educators voiced an imperative for middle 
level education to be recognized as a distinctly separate entity, not an addi- 
tion to either elementary or high school education. 

While middle level education has a long legacy, its forming identity, 
especially to those “outside” the movement, is fairly new. Middle school 
identity can be understood best, perhaps, through a series of publications 
beginning with Donald Eichhom’s The Middle School (1966), after which 
a flurry of middle school activity ensued. This We Believe (1982), the first 
official position statement of the National Middle School Association, and 
This We Believe: Developmentally Responsive Middle Level Schools (1995), 
the newer NMSA position paper, both have had wide distribution and in- 
fluence. Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Centuiy 
(Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989) brought national 
attention to the middle level of education and endorsed the premises of 
earlier efforts and publications. These publications and, of course, the writ- 
ing and implementing of three decades of middle level educators, and the 
efforts of the National Middle School Association have provided a model, 
an identity, that makes this level of education distinct from all others. 

The time has finally come for researchers to examine closely the key 
middle school issues. It took three decades for these issues to emerge and 
be clearly defined, regardless of methodology. 

Johnston (1984) emphasized the importance of “looking outside 
middle school research per se to identify information that is useful in mak- 
ing professional decisions that enhance the educational program for young 
adolescents” (p. 135). Research in middle level education has become a 
sub-specialty field in the broader context of educational research. In a chapter 
on middle level research, Strahan (1992) stated: “if we think of education 
as a field of study, we can begin to think of the various formal disciplines 
and other areas of inquiry as strands that pass through the field. We can 
begin to think of the middle level as a major ‘zone’ of the field that encom- 
passes these areas of inquiry” (p. 382). 

Two kinds of questions beg to be answered: (1) What significance do 
broad areas such as grouping practices, integrated curriculum, and literacy 
learning have for middle level education? (2) What is the evidence support- 
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ing the identifying practices found to be unique in the middle level school 
such as interdisciplinary team organization, small group guidance, and an 
emphasis on exploratory experiences? A research agenda includes lines of 
inquiry with collections of studies that point to a common solution or need 
for change. For example, hundreds of studies pointing to the perils of abil- 
ity grouping (see e.g., Oakes, 1985) have prompted school personnel to 
begin to change these practices in the last five years. Hundreds of studies 
on cooperative learning have given confidence to many educators that this 
instructional strategy is supported by a substantial research base. 



□ Efforts to Disseminate Research Findings □ 

In his chapter in Perspectives: Middle School Education 1964-1984 , 
Johnston (1984) presented a synopsis of research in middle level education 
in nine clusters of studies. The “What Research Says to the Middle Level 
Practitioner” department in Middle School Journal has been helpful in keep- 
ing practitioners attentive to new research developments. What Research 
Says to the Middle Level Practitioner (Johnston & Markle, 1986) was es- 
sentially a collection of these articles. The all-new chapters for this volume 
were solicited from the most knowledgeable researchers in the field around 
topics of importance to middle level practitioners. 

The Research Committee of the National Middle School Association 
has diligently disseminated research findings to its membership through 
the publication of 43 issues of Research in Middle Level Education Quar- 
terly (first called The Research Annual and then Research in Middle Level 
Education) and through sponsored Research Symposia at each NMSA an- 
nual conference. Research in Middle Level Education Quarterly is cur- 
rently recognized by the Special Interest Group in Middle Level Education 
of the American Educational Research Association (AERA) as its preferred 
outlet for publication of middle level education research. 

The National Middle School Association has engaged in other efforts 
to disseminate research findings to practitioners including a growing num- 
ber of sessions at conferences earmarked as research-based strands and the 
wide distribution of “Research Summaries” addressing the most frequently 
asked questions by practitioners. (These summaries are available by call- 
ing 1-800-528-NMSA). In addition, a Research Agenda Task Force has 
met and collaborated with AERA to articulate a Research Agenda for middle 
level education that can guide development and funding efforts through in 
the next decade. 
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Research in Middle Level Education 



Setting a research agenda for middle level education is not a simple 
task. Schooling in general is complex, and middle level education research 
has traditionally had to create its own identity. In the now limited waking 
hours before the new century arrives, we have the opportunity to create 
environments that respond to the needs of young adolescents and engage 
them actively in learning. We have the option of grouping students in ways 
that are fair to all. We have the understanding needed to develop a curricu- 
lum that is fully integrated and relevant to students. We have adequate rea- 
sons for seeking legitimacy for education’s middle level so that the proper 
education and certification of teachers for young adolescent students is 
ensured. We have the skills needed to establish a solid research base for 
this distinct level of education. In a review of middle level research, Van 
Zandt and Totten (1995) stated that “the pursuit of middle level reforms 
that enhance students’ educational experiences and opportunities is well 
underway. While research prior to 1990 focused on how to meet student 
needs, the current decade is witnessing a shift toward the importance of 
documenting the effectiveness of these programs” (p. 20). Setting and imple- 
menting a research agenda for middle level education is imperative, and 
from all appearances it is an idea whose time has come. ® 
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Young Adolescent Development 



E arly adolescence is a time of great change, the biological changes 
associated with puberty, the social/educational changes associated 
with the transitions from elementary to secondary school, the so- 
cial and psychological changes associated with the emergence of sexuality 
to name a few. In fact, very few developmental periods are characterized by 
as many changes in as many areas. With rapid change comes a heightened 
potential for both positive and negative outcomes. Although most individu- 
als pass through this developmental period without excessively high levels 
of “storm and stress,” a substantial number of individuals experience diffi- 
culty. For example, between 15 and 30 percent (depending on ethnic group) 
drop out of school before completing high school; further, adolescents as a 
group have the highest arrest rate of any age group; and increasing num- 
bers of adolescents consume alcohol and other drugs on regular basis (Of- 
fice of Educational Research and Improvement, 1988). Many of these prob- 
lems begin during the young adolescent years (Carnegie Council on Ado- 
lescent Development, 1989). In addition, because individuals make many 
choices and engage in a variety of behaviors during this period that can 
influence the rest of their lives, it is critical that educators understand what 
factors influence whether young people stay on a healthy, productive path- 
way or move onto a problematic, and potentially destructive pathway as 
they pass through this important developmental period. In this chapter, we 
summarize the major changes and, given that most of our own theoretical 
and empirical work has focused on young adolescents’ achievement moti- 
vation and school performance (e.g., Eccles, Midgley, Buchanan, Wigfield, 
Reuman & Mac Iver, 1993; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992; Wigfield, Eccles, 
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Mac Iver, Reuman, & Midgley, 1991), we emphasize this aspect of devel- 
opment and its relation to changes in school experiences. We begin with a 
consideration of the biological changes that occur during early adolescence. 

□ Biological changes associated with puberty 

A complete review of the biological changes associated with puberty 
is beyond the scope of this chapter (see Adams, Montemayor, & Gullotta, 
1989; Brooks-Gunn & Reiter, 1990; Buchanan, Eccles, & Becker, 1992). 
Briefly, as a result of the activation of the hormones controlling these physi- 
cal developments, most children undergo a growth spurt, develop primary 
and secondary sex characteristics, become fertile, and experience increased 
sexual libido during early adolescence. Because girls begin to experience 
these pubertal changes approximately 18 months younger than boys, girls 
and boys of the same chronological age are likely to be at quite different 
points in physical and social development during early adolescence, a fact 
that both complicates social interactions in middle grades classrooms and 
creates different psychological dilemmas for early maturing girls versus 
boys. While early maturation tends to be advantageous for boys, particu- 
larly with respect to their participation in sports activities and social stand- 
ing in school, early maturation can be problematic for girls because they 
are the first individuals in their cohort to begin changing and because the 
kinds of physical changes girls experience (such as getting fatter) are not 
highly valued among many white American groups who value the slim, 
androgynous female body characteristic of white fashion models (see 
Petersen, 1998; Simmons & Blyth, 1987). In fact, early maturing white 
females have the lowest self-esteem and the most difficulty adjusting to 
school transitions, particularly the transition from elementary to junior high 
school (e.g., Eccles, Lord, Roeser, Barber, Jozefowicz, 1996; Simmons & 
Blyth, 1979). African American females do not evidence this same pattern 
perhaps because the African American culture places higher value on the 
secondary sex characteristics associated with female maturation. 

Magnusson and Stattin traced the long-term consequences of early 
maturation in females (Magnusson, 1988; Stattin & Magnusson, 1990). 
The early maturing girls in these studies obtained less education and mar- 
ried earlier than their later maturing peers despite the lack of any differ- 
ences in achievement levels prior to the onset of puberty. These researchers 
attributed this difference to the fact that the early maturing females were 
more likely to join older peer groups and to begin dating older males; in 
turn, the early maturing girls in these peer groups were more likely to drop 
out of school and get married, perhaps because school achievement was 
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not valued by their peer social network while early entry into the job mar- 
ket and early marriage were valued. 

Recently, researchers have studied exactly how the hormonal changes 
occurring during early adolescence (ages 9-13) relate to changes in children’s 
behavior (e.g., see Buchanan et al., 1992; Petersen & Taylor, 1980). Some 
evidence exists for direct effects of hormones on behaviors such as aggres- 
sion, sexuality and mood swings (e.g., Buchanan et al., 1992; Olweus, 
Mattssoon, Schalling, & Low, 1988; Susman, Inoff-Germain, Nottelmann, 
Loriaux, Cutler, & Chrousos, 1987). Hormones can also affect behavior 
indirectly through their impact on the emergence of secondary sex charac- 
teristics, which, in turn, can influence social experiences and psychologi- 
cal well-being. For example, when breast development is associated with 
increases in girls’ body image, it is also related to better psychological 
adjustment, more positive peer relations, and better school achievement 
(Brooks-Gunn & Warren, 1988). 

In addition to physical changes, young adolescents experience major 
school transitions and important social changes as well. Several research- 
ers (e.g., Simmons & Blyth, 1987) have argued that it is the combination of 
so many changes occurring simultaneously during early adolescence that 
is problematic for so many young adolescents. Individuals who must cope 
with several stressful changes (such as those associated with pubertal change, 
school transitions, and the social-role changes associated with dating) at 
the same time are at risk for developmental problems such as lowered self- 
esteem and early sexual activity. Again, because girls enter puberty earlier 
than boys, they are more likely than boys to be coping with pubertal changes 
at the same time they make the middle grades school transition and thus are 
more likely to face multiple transitions simultaneously. 

This perspective raises the question of when students should make 
the transition from elementary to secondary school. Given the difficulties 
of coping with several transitions at once, some researchers have argued 
that middle grades school should begin earlier, so that all students make the 
school transition before they enter puberty. Others have argued that a K-8 
organizational structure may be most beneficial to young adolescents. The 
recent movement to make middle grades schools more like elementary 
schools and less like traditional junior high schools also reflects concern 
over the variety of changes young adolescents must face. 

□ Changes in cognition 

The most important cognitive changes during this period relate to the 
increasing ability of children to think abstractly, consider the hypothetical 
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as well as the real, engage in more sophisticated and elaborate information 
processing strategies, consider multiple dimensions of a problem at once, 
and reflect on oneself and on complicated problems (see Keating, 1990). 
Indeed, such abstract and hypothetical thinking is the hallmark of Piaget’s 
formal operations stage assumed to begin during early adolescence (e.g., 
Piaget & Inhelder, 1973). Although there is still considerable debate about 
when exactly these kinds of cognitive processes emerge and whether their 
emergence reflects global stage-like changes in cognitive skills as described 
by Piaget, most theorists do agree that these kinds of thought processes are 
more characteristic of adolescents’ cognition than of younger children’s 
cognition. 

Many cognitive theorists have also assessed how more specific infor- 
mation processing skills, cognitive learning strategies, and metacognitive 
skills change (e.g., Bjorklund, 1989; Siegler, 1986). A steady increase oc- 
curs in children’s information processing skills and learning strategies, in 
their knowledge of a variety of different topics and subject areas, their abil- 
ity to apply their knowledge to new learning situations, and in their aware- 
ness of their strengths and weaknesses as learners. Although one would 
think that these types of cognitive changes ought to allow young adoles- 
cents to be more efficient, sophisticated learners, ready to cope with rela- 
tively advanced topics in many different subject areas, Keating (1990) ar- 
gued that these changes do not necessarily make them better thinkers, par- 
ticularly during the period of early adolescence. They need at lot of experi- 
ence exercising these skills before they can use the skills efficiently. 

Researchers have also suggested that these kinds of cognitive changes 
could affect how children and young adolescents regulate their behavior in 
educational settings (e.g., Zimmerman, 1989). For example, as children’s 
cognitive skills increase and they have more experience in educational set- 
tings, they should be able to regulate their learning better and so do more 
complicated and elaborate achievement tasks. 

Along with the implications for learning, these kinds of cognitive 
changes can also affect an individual’s self-concept, thoughts about the 
future, and understanding of others. Theorists from Erikson (1963) to Harter 
(1990) have suggested that the young adolescent years are a time of change 
in a young person’s self-concept as young people consider what possibili- 
ties are available to them and try to come to a deeper understanding of 
themselves. These sorts of self-reflections require the kinds of higher-or- 
der cognitive processes just discussed. During early adolescence and ado- 
lescence individuals also become much more interested in understanding 
others’ internal psychological characteristics, and friendships become based 
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more on perceived similarity in these characteristics (see Selman, 1980). 
Again, these sorts of changes in person perception reflect the broader 
changes in cognition that occur at this time. 

Before leaving this topic, it is important to acknowledge the continu- 
ing debate about how much schooling can facilitate these kinds of cogni- 
tive changes. In discussing secondary schools’ effects on educational at- 
tainment, Entwisle (1990) concluded that the effects of school quality on 
achievement test gains in high school are relatively small. Keating (1990) 
also discussed how the increase in knowledge and cognitive skills slows 
during adolescence. However, he also argued that there are a number of 
factors in the school setting that can influence cognitive development and 
success in school such as: the amount of meaningful material introduced, 
how the training of thinking skills is (or isn’t) embedded in detailed con- 
tent knowledge, and the ways in which teachers foster (or don’t foster) 
critical thinking skills. In addition, these changes in cognitive skills and the 
ability to regulate behavior are often used as a rationale for special middle 
schools in which students purportedly learn more challenging material. 

□ Friendships and peer groups 

Probably the most controversial changes during early adolescence 
involve the increase in peer focus and involvement in peer-related social, 
sports, and other extracurricular activities. Many young adolescents attach 
great importance to these types of activities - substantially more impor- 
tance than they attach to academic activities (Wigfield et al., 1991). In- 
deed, often to the chagrin of parents and teachers,- activities with peers, 
peer acceptance, and appearance can take precedence over school activi- 
ties, particularly during early adolescence. Further, young adolescents’ con- 
fidence in their physical appearance and social acceptance is often a more 
important predictor of self-esteem than confidence in their cognitive/aca- 
demic competence (Harter, 1990). 

In part because of the importance of social acceptance during early 
adolescence, friendship networks during this period often are organized 
into relatively rigid cliques that differ in social status within the school 
setting (see Brown, 1990). The existence of these cliques seems to reflect 
young adolescents’ need to establish a sense of identity; belonging to a 
group is one way to answer the “Who am I?” question. 

Also, in part because of the importance of social acceptance, children’s 
conformity to their peers peaks during early adolescence (Brown, 1990). 
Much has been written about how this peer conformity can create many 
problems for young adolescents, and about how “good” children often are 

19 



What Current Research Says 



corrupted by the negative influences of peers, particularly by adolescent 
gangs - and indeed gangs do pose serious social problems in many cities. 
However, although pressure from peers to engage in misconduct does in- 
crease during early adolescence (see Brown, 1990), most researchers do 
not accept the simplistic view that peer groups are mostly a bad influence 
during early adolescence. More often than not young adolescents tend to 
agree more with their parents’ views on “major” issues such as morality, 
the importance of education, politics, and religion. Peers have more influ- 
ence on things such as dress and clothing styles, music, and activity choice. 
In addition, young adolescents usually seek out similar peers; this means 
that those involved in sports will have other athletes as friends; those seri- 
ous about school will seek those kinds of friends. Consequently, young 
adolescents also tend to hang around with peers who hold similar views as 
their parents on the major issues listed above. Brown (1990) concluded 
that it is poor parenting that usually leads children to get in with a “bad” 
peer group, rather than the peer group pulling a “good” child into difficul- 
ties. In most cases, the peer group acts more to reinforce existing strengths 
and weakness than to change young adolescents’ characteristics. 

Finally, the quality of children’s friendships also undergoes some im- 
portant changes during adolescence (see Berndt & Perry, 1990). As sug- 
gested by Sullivan (1953), young adolescents’ friendships are more focused 
on fulfilling intimacy needs than younger children’s friendship. This is par- 
ticularly true for girls. 

□ Changes in family relations 

Although the extent of actual disruption in parent-adolescent rela- 
tions is still being debated, little question exists that parent-child relations 
change during early adolescence (e.g., Buchanan et ah, 1992; Collins, 1990; 
Petersen, 1988). As young adolescents become physically mature they of- 
ten seek more independence and autonomy, and may begin to question 
family rules and roles, leading to conflicts particularly around issues like 
dress and appearance, chores, and dating (see Collins, 1990). However, 
despite these conflicts over day to day issues, parents and adolescents agree 
more than they disagree regarding core values linked to education, politics, 
and spirituality. 

Parents and young adolescents also have fewer interactions and do 
fewer things together outside the home than they did at an earlier period - 
as illustrated by the horror many young adolescents express at seeing their 
parents at places like shopping malls. Steinberg (1990) argued that this 
“distancing” in the relations between young adolescents and parents is a 
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natural part of pubertal development, citing evidence from nonhuman pri- 
mates that puberty is the time at which parents and offspring often go their 
separate ways. Because parents and young adolescents in our culture usu- 
ally continue to live together for a long time after puberty, distancing rather 
than complete separation may be the evolutionary vestige in humans. Al- 
though he did not take an evolutionary perspective, Collins (1990) also 
concluded that the distancing in parent-adolescent relations has great func- 
tional value for young adolescents, in that it fosters their individuation from 
their parents, allows them to try more things on their own, and develops 
their own competencies and efficacy. 

□ School transitions and young adolescent development 

For some, early adolescence marks the beginning of a downward spi- 
ral leading to academic failure and school dropout. For example, Simmons 
and Blyth (1987) found a marked decline in some young adolescents’ school 
grades as they moved into junior high school - a decline that was predic- 
tive of subsequent school failure and dropout. Similar declines have been 
documented for such motivational constructs as: interest in school, intrin- 
sic motivation, self-concepts/self-perceptions, and confidence in one’s in- 
tellectual abilities, especially following failure. Finally, there are also in- 
creases during early adolescence in such negative motivational and behav- 
ioral characteristics as test anxiety, learned helpless responses to failure, 
focus on self-evaluation rather than task mastery, and both truancy and 
school dropout (See Eccles & Midgley, 1989; Wigfield, Eccles & Pintrich, 
1996). Although these changes are not extreme for most students, there is 
sufficient evidence of gradual decline in various indicators of academic 
motivation, behavior, and self-perception over these years to make one 
wonder what is happening. Although few researchers have gathered infor- 
mation on ethnic or social class differences in these declines, we know that 
academic failure and dropping out are especially problematic among some 
ethnic groups and among youth from low SES communities and families; 
thus, it is likely that these groups are particularly likely to show these de- 
clines in academic motivation and self-perception as they move into, and 
through, the secondary school years. 

A variety of explanations have been offered for these “negative” 
changes. Some have suggested that declines such as these result from the 
intraspsychic upheaval assumed to be associated with young adolescent 
development (e.g. Bios, 1979). Others have suggested that it is the coinci- 
dence of the timing of multiple life changes (e.g., Simmons & Blyth, 1987). 
Still others have suggested that it is the nature of the junior high school 
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environment itself rather than the transition per se that is important. Draw- 
ing upon Person-Environment Fit theory, Eccles and Midgley (1989) pro- 
posed that the negative motivational and behavioral changes associated with 
early adolescence could result from traditional junior high schools not pro- 
viding appropriate educational environments for young adolescents. Ac- 
cording to Person-Environment Fit theory, behavior, motivation, and men- 
tal health are influenced by the fit between the characteristics individuals 
bring to their social environments and the characteristics of these social 
environments. Individuals are not likely to do very well, or be very moti- 
vated if they are in social environments that do not fit their psychological 
needs. If the social environments in the typical middle grades schools do 
not fit very well with the psychological needs of young adolescents, then 
Person-Environment Fit theory predicts a decline in their motivation, in- 
terest, performance, and behavior as they move into this environment. Some 
evidence exists for each of these perspectives. Given our own research we 
will focus on the evidence for the Person-Environment Fit theory. 

□ The relation of changes in school environments to 
motivational changes during early adolescence 
Researchers have documented the impact of classroom and school envi- 
ronmental characteristics on motivation. For example, the big school/ small 
schools literature has demonstrated the motivational advantages of small 
secondary schools especially for marginal students (Barker & Gump, 1964). 
Similarly, the teacher efficacy literature has documented the positive stu- 
dent motivational consequences of high teacher efficacy (Ashton, 1985; 
Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer & Wisenbaker, 1979). Finally, orga- 
nizational psychology has demonstrated the importance of participatory 
work structures on worker motivation (Lawler, 1976). The list of such in- 
fluences could, of course, go on for several pages. The point is that there 
may be systematic differences between the academic environments in typi- 
cal elementary schools and those in typical junior high schools and middle 
schools; if so, these differences could account for some of the motivational 
changes seen among young adolescents as they make the transition into 
junior high school or middle school. In other words, the motivational prob- 
lems seen during early adolescence may be a consequence of the type of 
change in the school environment rather than characteristics of the devel- 
opmental period per se. 

Eccles and her colleagues (e.g., Eccles et aL, 1993) called this phe- 
nomenon “Stage-Environment Fit.” At the most basic level, this perspec- 
tive suggests the importance of looking at the fit between the needs of 
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young adolescents and the opportunities afforded them in their middle grades 
school environment. A poor fit would help explain the declines in motiva- 
tion associated with the transition to either junior high or middle school. 
More specifically, these researchers suggested that different types of edu- 
cational environments may be needed for different age groups to meet the 
individual’s developmental needs and to foster continued developmental 
growth. Exposure to the developmentally appropriate environment would 
facilitate both motivation and continued growth; in contrast, exposure to a 
developmentally inappropriate environment, especially a developmentally 
regressive environment would create a particularly poor person-environ- 
ment fit, which, in turn, would lead to declines in motivation as well as in 
the attachment to the goals of the institution. Imagine two trajectories: one 
a developmental trajectory of individual growth, the other a trajectory of 
environmental change across the school years. Positive motivational con- 
sequences are predicted when these two trajectories are in synchrony with 
each other; that is, when the environment is both responsive to the chang- 
ing needs of the individual and offers the kinds of stimulation that will 
propel continued positive growth. In other words, transition to a facilita- 
tive and developmentally appropriate environment, even at this vulnerable 
age, should have a positive impact on children’s perceptions of themselves 
and their educational environment. In contrast, negative motivational con- 
sequences are predicted when these two trajectories are out of synchrony. 
If this is true, then a transition into a developmentally inappropriate educa- 
tional environment should result in the types of motivational declines that 
have been identified as occurring with the transition into junior high school. 

Eccles and Midgley (1989) further argued that many young adoles- 
cents experience developmentally inappropriate changes in a cluster of class- 
room organizational, instructional, and climate variables, including task 
structure, task complexity, grouping practices, evaluation techniques, mo- 
tivational strategies, locus of responsibility for learning, and quality of 
teacher-student and student-student relationships as they move into either 
middle school or junior high school. They argued, in turn, that these expe- 
riences contribute to the negative change in students’ motivation and achieve- 
ment-related beliefs assumed to coincide with the transition into junior high 
school. Research supports these suggestions. For example, Simmons & Blyth 
(1987) pointed out that most junior high schools are substantially larger 
than elementary schools and instruction is also more likely to be organized 
and taught departmentally. As a result of both of these differences, junior 
high school teachers typically teach several different groups of students 
each day and are unlikely to teach any particular students for more than one 
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year. In addition, students typically have several teachers each day with 
little opportunity to interact with any one teacher on any dimension except 
the academic content of what is being taught and disciplinary issues. Thus, 
the opportunity for forming close relationships between students and teach- 
ers is effectively eliminated at precisely the point in the students’ develop- 
ment when they have a great need for guidance and support from non- 
familial adults (see Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989). 
Such changes in student-teacher relationships, in turn, are likely to under- 
mine the sense of community and trust between students and teachers - 
leading to a lowered sense of efficacy among the teachers, an increased 
reliance on authoritarian control practices by the teachers, and an increased 
sense of alienation among the students. Such changes are also likely to 
decrease the probability that any particular student’s difficulties will be 
noticed early enough to get the student necessary help - thus increasing the 
likelihood that students on the edge will be allowed to slip onto negative 
trajectories leading to increased school failure and dropout. 

Consistent evidence also exists of the kinds of changes at the class- 
room level that would undermine young adolescents’ school motivation. 
Further, evidence is beginning to emerge documenting the negative impact 
of these changes in school experience on motivation (see Eccles & Midgley, 
1989 and Eccles et al., 1993, for details of particular studies). First, despite 
the increasing maturity of students, junior high school classrooms, com- 
pared to elementary school classrooms, are characterized by a greater em- 
phasis on teacher control and discipline, and fewer opportunities for stu- 
dent decision making, choice, and self-management. Such a mismatch be- 
tween young adolescents’ desires for autonomy and control and their per- 
ception of the opportunities in their environments should result in a decline 
in the adolescents’ intrinsic motivation and interest in school; and this is 
exactly what happens (see Mac Iver & Reuman, 1988). 

Second, junior high school classrooms are characterized by a less 
personal and positive teacher/student relationship than elementary school 
classrooms. The implications of this decline were discussed earlier. 

Third, junior high schools are more likely to use whole class task 
organization and between classroom ability grouping than elementary 
schools. Differences such as these are likely to lead to increases in social 
comparison, in concerns about evaluation, and in competitiveness (e.g., see 
Rosenholtz & Simpson, 1984). They may also increase the likelihood that 
teachers will use normative grading criteria and more public forms of evalu- 
ation, both of which are likely to impact negatively on many young adoles- 
cents’ self-perceptions and motivation. These differences may also make 
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aptitude differences more salient to junior high school teachers and stu- 
dents, leading to increased teacher expectancy effects and decreased feel- 
ings of efficacy among teachers (see Eccles & Wigfield, 1989). 

Fourth, junior high school teachers feel less effective as teachers, es- 
pecially for low-ability students. Several studies have documented the im- 
pact of teacher efficacy on student beliefs, attitudes, motivation, and achieve- 
ment (e.g., Ashton, 1985; Brookover et al., 1979). Given these associa- 
tions, it is not surprising that differences in teachers’ sense of efficacy be- 
fore and after the transition to junior high school contribute to the decline 
in young adolescents’ beliefs about their academic competency and poten- 
tial (see Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). 

Finally, junior high school teachers appear to use a higher standard in 
judging students’ competence and in grading their performance than do 
elementary school teachers. There is no stronger predictor of students’ self- 
confidence and efficacy than the grades they receive. If grades change, then 
we would expect to see a concomitant shift in the students’ self-perceptions 
and academic motivation. Junior high school teachers use stricter and more 
social comparison-based standards than elementary school teachers to as- 
sess student competency and to evaluate student performance, leading to a 
drop in grades for many young adolescents as they make the junior high 
school transition (e.g., Simmons & Blyth, 1987). 

□ Summary 

Changes such as those reviewed above are likely to have a negative effect 
on many children’s motivational orientation toward school at any grade 
level. But Eccles and Midgley (1989) have argued that these types of school 
environmental changes are particularly harmful during early adolescence 
given what is known about psychological development during this stage of 
life. Young adolescent development is characterized by increases in desire 
for autonomy, peer orientation, self-focus and self-consciousness, salience 
of identity issues, concern over heterosexual relationships, and capacity 
for abstract cognitive activity (see Brown, 1990; Eccles & Midgley, 1989; 
Keating, 1990; Simmons & Blyth, 1987). Simmons and Blyth (1987) ar- 
gued that young adolescents need a reasonably safe, as well as an intellec- 
tually challenging environment to adapt to these shifts - an environment 
that provides a “zone of comfort” as well as challenging new opportunities 
for growth. In light of these needs, the environmental changes often associ- 
ated with transition to middle grade schools are likely to be particularly 
harmful in that they emphasize competition, social comparison, and ability 
self-assessment at a time of heightened self-focus; they decrease decision 
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making and choice at a time when the desire for control is growing; they 
emphasize lower level cognitive strategies at a time when the ability to use 
higher level strategies is increasing; and they disrupt social networks at a 
time when adolescents are especially concerned with peer relationships 
and may be in special need of close adult relationships outside of the home. 
The nature of these environmental changes, coupled with the normal course 
of individual development, is likely to result in a developmental mismatch 
so that the “fit” between the young adolescent and the classroom environ- 
ment is particularly poor, increasing the risk of negative motivational out- 
comes, especially for those students who are having difficulty succeeding 
in school academically. H 
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Enhancing Self-Coecept/Self-Esteem in 
Young Adolescents 



C ognitive learning is hard-won by someone whose life is in affec- 
tive disarray! At the very heart of those affective concerns is the 
development of clear self-concept and positive self-esteem. These 
dimensions of self represent the central feature of the human personality 
which in the case of young adolescents unifies the physical, social, and 
cognitive characteristics into a sense of identity, adequacy, and affirmation. 
From ^n understanding of self springs a host of other variables such as 
behavior, motivation, and the perception of others. Understanding the self 
brings us closer to understanding the young adolescent. Attending to the 
self in school brings us closer to developing the kind of middle school 
young adolescents need and deserve. 

I will attempt four purposes within this very short chapter: (1) clarifi- 
cation of the terms self-concept and self-esteem, which are often errone- 
ously used interchangeably, (2) discussion of recent developments in our 
knowledge base concerning self-concept, self-esteem, and the young ado- 
lescent, (3) identification of where the middle school should fit in promot- 
ing clear self-concept and positive self-esteem, and (4) recognition of chal- 
lenges that exist for practitioners and researchers. 

□ Self-concept and self-esteem defined 

The ability to interpret, generalize, and apply the findings of self- 
perception research can be directly attributed to the lack of clear defini- 
tions for the constructs of self-concept and self-esteem. Self-concept is 
defined as the perception(s) one has of oneself in terms of personal at- 
tributes and the various roles which are played or fulfilled by the indi- 
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vidual. Thus, a young adolescent might perceive self as a son or daughter, 
fat or thin, as a “successful” student or a poor basketball player. Self-con- 
cept then is a descriptive perception of self in terms of one’s various roles 
and attributes. Self-esteem, on the other hand, is the valuative assessment 
one makes regarding personal satisfaction with roles, attributes, and/or the 
quality of one’s performances. These decisions are made on the basis of 
personal values, although given the cognitive development of young ado- 
lescents, these decisions will, to a large degree, be considered environmen- 
tally induced. A young adolescent might view him/herself as lacking oral 
language skills and describe self as a poor English student. Depending upon 
personal values, however, he/she may desire to change this situation, keep 
it the same, or may simply not care enough to change. As noted, this valu- 
ing process is most likely a function of the environmental context within 
which the role is played. Many of these contexts are defined in terms of 
“significant others” whom the individual recognizes as influential. While 
in the early years parents are the “most” significant others, during early 
adolescence peers and teachers emerge as significant in a host of specific 
situations. 

The process of self-perceiving is best described as an interaction be- 
tween self-concept and self-esteem as various roles are played or fulfilled 
in situations through which feedback and influence are received. In this 
way, the young adolescent may develop or refine self-concept descriptions 
and/or make valuation decisions with regard to self-esteem. Actual self- 
esteem can only be ascertained by eliciting the value or relative priority 
which the individual attaches to the attribute. 

□ Self in early adolescence 

Shirk and Renouf’s (1992) contribution has been to place the devel- 
opment of self in early adolescence into a context of pivotal socio-emo- 
tional developmental tasks. Using the guiding framework of Erikson (1963), 
Shirk and Renouf identified two tasks that are the purview of early adoles- 
cence. These tasks are the conservation of self and maintenance of positive 
self-esteem. Conservation of self is the ability to promote continuity by 
linking change to existing self structures. It appears that early adolescence 
is the period when issues of continuity in the self-concept are most salient 
to the individual. This is due in large part to a movement from self-under- 
standing based on behaviors, physical attributes, and physical competen- 
cies to self understanding based upon psychological traits and more ab- 
stract skills such as communication and social skills. While the mainte- 
nance of positive self-estee|n|s important throughout one’s life, develop- 
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mental transitions make early adolescence an especially critical period. 
These transitions include biological, social, and cognitive challenges. Bio- 
logically, the transition to puberty in relationship to one’s cohort is most 
profound. That is, to be “off-time” either early or late in relation to one’s 
peers has the potential to erode positive self-esteem. 

In the social arena, young adolescents acquire three additional do- 
mains important to self-esteem. The three additional domains are job com- 
petence, romantic appeal, and close friendships - domains that suggest the 
need for the acquisition and coordination of new skills. Acquiring new skills 
not only provides a venue for new successes but also new failures, and as 
such represent new challenges for young adolescent self-esteem. 

The emergence of increased cognitive abilities also provides a chal- 
lenge to young adolescent self-esteem. The young person literally begins 
to develop an awareness of his or her own self-awareness. As the individual 
begins to view self in terms of abstractions or psychological traits, new 
demands are made upon his or her self-esteem. 

During a recent effort to disentangle the effects of chronological age 
from school experience on self-esteem, Lipka, Hurford, and Litten (1992) 
analyzed data that suggested middle school students were indeed aware 
that society is age-graded and has a set of expectations regarding age and 
appropriate behavior. To perceive oneself as “on-time” with regard to one’s 
life span makes for a sense of predictable life cycle and positive self-es- 
teem. To perceive oneself as “off-time” and having fallen short of the goals 
or the expectations held by significant others in their lives may lead to a 
resultant decay in self-esteem. Individuals in this latter case may 
misperceive, distort, or avoid any new situations or experiences that accen- 
tuate the perception that they hold of being off-time. This may be a key 
ingredient in understanding at-risk or potential dropouts in middle school 
environments. 

One of the most exciting areas of research is that which is calling into 
question the “storm and stress” characterization of young adolescent and 
adolescent development. Evidence is amassing (see Demo & Savin-Will- 
iams, 1992; Shirk & Renouf, 1992) that Rosenberg’s (1985) distinction 
between the barometric self-concept and the baseline self-concept is criti- 
cal in understanding early adolescence. The barometric self refers to mo- 
ment to moment fluctuations, and clearly early adolescence has the widest 
array of peaks and valleys of any age period. Baseline self, on the other 
hand, refers to a underlying self-concept that changes slowly, over an ex- 
tended period of time, and is focused upon striving towards healthy self- 
development. To continue to focus solely upon the barometric self (e.g. 
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“hormones with feet”) at the expense of the baseline self is both wrong- 
headed and wrong hearted! Our challenge, then, as middle level educators 
is to acknowledge barometric self yet expend our efforts and resources to 
facilitate the striving towards healthy self- development represented by the 
baseline self. 

□ The middle school we need 

At present, the treatment of self-concept and self-esteem in middle 
schools can be viewed as on a continuum with four points from least effec- 
tive to most effective practices. At the lowest level we see the utilization of 
techniques that promote self-revelation and affirmation as evidenced by 
group “raps” and classroom posters and prizes that encourage a “feel good 
about yourself’ orientation. The value in such approaches is that young 
people may view themselves as being surrounded by “nice” rather than 
“mean” people. However, the day to day realities of competition, grading, 
sorting, and labeling quickly have young people viewing these group ac- 
tivities and posters as short side trips in the journey through school. The 
second level involves the treatment of affective education as a program or 
unit - two weeks on self-esteem followed by a two-week unit on farm 
products of Kansas. To make a real difference the self-direction, personal 
decision- making, goal-setting objectives of such units would need to ex- 
tend throughout the school, school day, and school year. The relative inef- 
fectiveness of these first two levels in the continuum have made middle 
level educators easy targets for critics (e.g. Krauthammer, 1990) and have 
increased resistance to examining the human condition in our middle 
schools. 

The third approach on the continuum is one known as the ecological 
approach (see Beane & Lipka, 1986, 1987). This approach begins with the 
question of whether the school as a whole is a self-enhancing environment 
and then proceeds to examine every facet of the school in light of that 
question. To date, this questioning process has led to the advocacy, empiri- 
cally based, of a number of practices in the school setting. Such practices 
include cooperative learning, an approach that encourages young adoles- 
cents to learn how to work well with others. As noted earlier in the chapter, 
young adolescents have a powerful drive to form relationships with peers, 
to find a place in the group, and to earn some degree of status. To be “one 
with others” is so powerful that young men and women will risk conflict 
with adults and give up some aspects (e.g. clothing, language) of their indi- 
viduality for it. 

The emergence of the needs of job competence, self-worth, and altru- 
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ism are ably addressed by placing young people in projects that involve 
service to others. Under the auspices of the school, service learning projects 
take young adolescents out of the school into the community where they 
may assist preschoolers, help the elderly, help with environmental prob- 
lems, work to improve community recreation opportunities, and so on. In 
addition to all the positive aspects of self-esteem associated with “earning 
one’s way,” service learning projects have the real potential to enlighten 
citizens about the competence of young adolescents and their capability to 
care for and about others. Teacher-student planning means working in a 
partnership to articulate a problem/concem, develop objectives, locate re- 
sources, and evaluate progress in fulfilling objectives. While the foci of 
such efforts may be many and varied, the value of the method is that it 
helps young adolescents gradually exercise more control over their lives in 
school. Exercising more control over one’s life reduces feelings of power- 
lessness and enhances self-esteem. Advisor-advisee programs with an em- 
phasis upon personal, social growth, and the attempts to work closely with 
parents of the age group, are additional elements of a self-enhancing school. 

The final stop on this continuum is the one that addresses the short- 
coming of the ecological position which is not addressing conditions out- 
side the school that enter into the ongoing formation and alteration of self- 
perceptions. Jim Beane titled this the integrated approach (see Beane, 1991, 
1992, 1993, 1994) where the curriculum is centered on helping young ado- 
lescents search for self and social meaning in their lives. 

Planning of the curriculum begins with young people identifying ques- 
tions and concerns they have about themselves and the larger world in which 
they (and we) live. Common questions and concerns are shared in small 
groups, and an attempt is made to connect questions about self with related 
questions about the world; for example, issues about personal health are 
connected to concerns about environmental problems. Clusters of ques- 
tions are organized by themes, and the whole group then decides upon 
activities they will do to address the themes and answer the questions. 
Themes that have emerged from such planning have included “living in the 
future,” “jobs, careers, and money,” “sex, health, genetics,” “conflict, gangs, 
and violence,” “cultures ” and many more. 

It does not take much imagination to see how self-perceptions are at 
the very center of such a curriculum. More than that, this kind of curricu- 
lum brings questions of the self into connection with the larger world, thus 
integrating self and social interests. And giving young people a powerful 
voice in planning the curriculum is a direct attempt to develop authentic 
efficacy: what young people have to say counts for something. Further- 
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more, young people will be in a continuing process of constructing per- 
sonal and social meanings rather than having themselves and their world 
defined exclusively for them by adults (Beane, 1994). As middle level edu- 
cators, we must examine where we are on the continuum and gather the 
resources necessary to move to the most effective practices. 

□ The teachers we need 

What type of teachers will be required to move middle schools to the 
third and fourth positions on the continuum? Historically, part of the an- 
swer can be found in the writings of Jersild (1952, 1955) and Combs (1962). 
Borich (in press) explored the dimensions of teacher self-concept and self- 
esteem that have the potential to expand current conceptions of effective 
teaching. As in the past, Borich demonstrated that teachers with clear self- 
concept and positive self-esteem function within the teaching role as sig- 
nificant others for young adolescents and create a classroom environment 
that fosters clear self-concept and positive self-esteem in their pupils. The 
power in his present work is the determination of the absolute necessity for 
teachers to have work environments and significant others (e.g. adminis- 
trators, teacher educators, colleagues) in their lives providing the facilitat- 
ing conditions necessary for the promotion of a healthy, functional view of 
“self as teacher.” 

Hamachek (in press) made a strong case for teachers developing their 
“emotional intelligence” which is comprised of the five components of self- 
awareness, mood management, self-motivation, empathic skills, and rela- 
tionship skills. Teachers who focus upon their emotional intelligence and 
have a clear and coherent picture of themselves as persons/professionals 
are most likely to have their professional lives characterized by the follow- 
ing behavioral descriptions: 

1 . They are inclined to combine a warm and friendly attitude with firm, 
but reasonable, expectations. 

2. They project an enthusiasm for their work that lends excitement to 
their teaching. 

3. They are by no means perfect, in the sense of doing and saying just 
the right thing at all times. (This has less to do with something that 
teachers consciously do, and more to do, perhaps, with the wide lati- 
tude of teacher imperfections that students can live with as long as 
the core person is basically fair and decent.) 

4. Intellectually, they are thoroughly grounded in their subject area, 
which, by virtue of a broad base of interests, they are able to connect 
to related areas of knowledge. 
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5. They are ready to assume responsibility for student outcomes, which 
they reflect in their efforts to make sure that all students have a chance 
to learn. 

6. They make a point to know their students as individuals and to re- 
spond to them as individuals; they go beyond simply seeing them as 
“students.” 

7. They provide definite study guidelines; they are as interested in get- 
ting their students prepared to know as they are in evaluating what 
they know. 

8. They are able to challenge without being offensive and to encourage 
without being condescending; more importantly, they challenge when 
that is appropriate and they encourage when that is needed. Neither 
behavior is indiscriminately practiced. 

9. They give feedback that is personalized, an effect that makes the feed- 
back more believable and powerful. 

10. They take time to reflect about their work, their students, and them- 
selves as teachers; they are, in a word, thoughtful. 

1 1 . They work on developing a positive rapport that serves as the inter- 
personal medium within which high, but reasonable expectations and 
constructive, critical feedback can be transmitted. 

12. They are able to be flexibly adaptive in terms of using direct or 
indirect methods of teaching to meet various students’ abilities and 
needs. — pp. 21-22 

For a very compatible set of behavioral descriptions of “the effective 
middle school teacher” see Middle Level Teachers : Protraits of Excellence 
(Arth, Lounsbury, McEwin, & Swaim, 1995). In addition to identifying 
sixteen characteristics, this book provides the firsthand views of 48 teach- 
ers about how these characteristics are manifested in their teaching and 
their reflections on the special nature of middle level teaching. 

□ The challenges 

As with any complex educational issue the challenges are many. For 
practitioners, I urge more public declarations of the fact that cognitive learn- 
ing is hard-won by someone whose life is in affective disarray. I urge more 
utilization of our growing knowledge base about self-concept and self-es- 
teem. I urge more ownership of this knowledge base by participating in the 
selection of research questions of interest and value to our day to day lives 
in school. For researchers, I urge a better understanding of the philosophy 
and features of the middle school. I urge a clear focus upon “self’ as pri- 
mary variables of interest and not as secondary concerns in research with 
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other agendas. And, finally I urge constructive dialogues between practi- 
tioners and researchers about the assets and liabilities inherit in the “prac- 
tice of research” versus the “research of practice.” m 
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Motivation and Middle School Students 



F ew educators would argue with the premise that student motivation 
is an important influence on learning. Whether students select ad- 
vanced courses of study or drop out of school; whether they work 
intensively and persist in the face of difficulty or procrastinate and work 
halfheartedly; whether they set realistic goals for themselves and then set 
about achieving them in an efficient manner or flounder through their days 
with little sense of direction; these behaviors reflect important aspects of 
student motivation. Student motivation is of particular importance for those 
who work with young adolescents. 

Considerable research has shown a decline in motivation and perfor- 
mance for many children as they move from elementary school into middle 
school (see Eccles & Midgley, 1989, for a review). Often it has been as- 
sumed that this decline is largely due to physiological and psychological 
changes associated with puberty and, therefore, is somewhat inevitable. 
This assumption has been challenged, however, by research that demon- 
strates that the nature of motivational change on entry to middle school 
depends on characteristics of the learning environment in which students 
find themselves (see Midgley, 1993). That is, when students make a transi- 
tion into a facilitative school environment, motivation and performance can 
be maintained or even improved. These findings represent an important 
aspect of current thinking in motivational theory. That is, any given student’s 
quality of motivation reflects an interaction of characteristics of the indi- 
vidual and of the environment surrounding her or him. Differences in stu- 
dents’ academic histories, their values and interests, and especially their 
beliefs about the purpose of school and the reasons for their own achieve- 
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ment are crucial to consider. Thus, it is difficult to prescribe a “one size fits 
all” approach to motivating students. Nevertheless, based on many research 
studies, some general patterns do appear to hold true for a wide range of 
students. Schools and teachers are not completely responsible for their stu- 
dents’ motivation but neither are they powerless to influence it. The aim of 
this chapter, therefore, is to outline some suggestions for enhancing stu- 
dent motivation, supported by research findings, that are particularly rel- 
evant for middle school teachers and administrators. Currently, a number 
of different approaches to the study of motivation exist, including expect- 
ancy-value, self-efficacy, self-worth, and intrinsic motivation theories. It is 
not our purpose here to review all of these; they are described in detail 
elsewhere (see Pintrich & Schunk, 1996; Stipek, 1988, for reviews). Here 
we discuss three theories that are currently prominent and that have par- 
ticular relevance for young adolescent students and their teachers. 

□ Attribution theory 

The first point to be emphasized is that students’ perceptions of their 
educational experiences are generally more influential for their motivation 
than the actual, objective reality of those experiences. For example, a his- 
tory of success in a given subject area is generally assumed to lead one to 
continue persisting in that area. Weiner (1985, 1986), however, pointed out 
that students’ beliefs about the reasons for their success (i.e., their attribu- 
tions for success) will determine whether this is true. Imagine a 7th grade 
girl who has always done well in math but who, seemingly inexplicably, 
lacks the confidence to elect a challenging math class. Pointing out this 
student’s previous achievements in math may have little effect if she be- 
lieves that her prior success was mainly due to luck or to the relatively easy 
work in her earlier classes. In contrast, if the same student believes that her 
past success resulted from a combination of good work habits and consis- 
tent effort, she is more likely to take up the challenge of an advanced class. 
Students’ attributions for failure are also important influences on motiva- 
tion. When students have a history of failure in school, it is particularly 
difficult for them to sustain the motivation to keep trying. Students who 
believe that their poor performance is due to factors out of their control 
(e.g., their own lack of ability or the perceived animosity of teachers) are 
unlikely to see any reason to hope for an improvement. In contrast, if stu- 
dents attribute their poor performance to a lack of important skills or to 
poor study habits (i.e., to something they can control), they are more likely 
to persist in the future. The implications of attribution theory for teachers 
revolve around the importance of understanding what students believe about 
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the reasons for their academic performance. It is clearly important for class- 
room teachers to listen to students’ explanations for past successes and 
failures and to be prepared to challenge, if necessary, maladaptive patterns 
of beliefs. In addition, research has demonstrated (e.g., Graham & Barker, 
1990) that students make decisions about the ability and effort of one an- 
other from surprisingly scant evidence in classroom settings. Teachers can 
unknowingly communicate a range of attitudes about whether ability is 
fixed or modifiable and their expectations for individual students through 
their instructional practices (see Graham, 1990). We need to ask ourselves 
what assumptions our behavior is reinforcing: Do we communicate to our 
students that everyone has the ability to succeed, that effort and appropri- 
ate strategies are necessary components of improvement, that errors are an 
essential part of progress and something to be learned from? This emphasis 
on the “messages” that students perceive about the meaning of academic 
tasks also constitutes an important theme in the next theory to be discussed, 
known as goal theory. 

□ Goal theory 

While attribution theory focuses on the reasons students perceive for 
their successes and failures in school, goal theory focuses on the reasons or 
purposes students perceive for achieving (e.g., Ames, 1992; Dweck & 
Leggett, 1988; Maehr & Midgley, 1991; Midgley, 1993; Nicholls, 1989). 
While different researchers define the constructs slightly differently, two 
main goal orientations are generally discussed. These are: 1. Task goals 
(also referred to as mastery goals, or learning goals). A task goal orienta- 
tion represents the belief that the purpose of achieving is personal improve- 
ment and understanding. Students with a task goal orientation focus on 
their own progress in mastering skills and knowledge, and define success 
in those terms. 2. Ability goals (also referred to as performance goals or 
ego goals). An ability goal orientation represents the belief that the purpose 
of achieving is the demonstration of ability (or, alternatively, the conceal- 
ment of a lack of ability). Students with an ability goal orientation focus on 
appearing competent, often in comparison to others, and define success 
accordingly. Studies of students’ goal orientations generally find that the 
adoption of task goals is associated with more adaptive patterns of learning 
than is the adoption of ability goals, including the use of more effective 
cognitive strategies, a willingness to seek help when it is needed, a greater 
tendency to engage in challenging tasks, and more positive feelings about 
school and oneself as a learner (See Anderman & Maehr, 1994, for a re- 
view. See also Ryan, Hicks, & Midgley, 1997). If adopting a task goal 
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orientation is related to positive educational outcomes for students, the 
question then arises as to how such an orientation can be fostered. Recent 
studies suggest that the policies and practices in classrooms and schools 
influence students’ goal orientations (e.g., Ames & Archer, 1988; Maehr & 
Midgley, 1991). Table 1 includes specific suggestions for moving away 
from an ability-focus and toward a task-focus in middle schools. As de- 
scribed by Ames (1992), a task or ability focus is conveyed through a con- 
stellation of policies and practices. That is, students’ motivation is not only 
influenced by, for example, the ways in which rewards are allocated. Rather, 
teachers communicate messages to their students about the meaning of 
achievement and effort through the full range of instructional decisions 
they make on a daily basis. 




□ Self-determination theory 

A third motivational theory of particular importance for middle school 
educators is self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985). This theory 
describes students as having three categories of needs: needing a sense of 
competence, of relatedness to others, and of autonomy (or self-determina- 
tion). Competence involves understanding how to, and believing that one 
can achieve various outcomes. Relatedness involves developing satisfac- 
tory connections to others in one’s social group. Autonomy involves initi- 
ating and regulating one’s own actions. Most of the research in self-deter- 
mination theory focuses on the latter of these three needs. Within the class- 
room, autonomy needs could be addressed through allowing some student 
choice and input on classroom decision making. For young adolescent stu- 
dents, with their increased cognitive abilities and developing sense of iden- 
tity, a sense of autonomy may be particularly important. Furthermore, stu- 
dents at this stage say that they want to be included in decision making and 
to have some sense of control over their activities. Unfortunately, research 
suggests that students in middle schools actually experience fewer oppor- 
tunities for self-determination than they did in elementary school (e.g., 
Midgley & Feldlaufer, 1987). When students’ developmental needs are not 
well met in their classrooms, their interest in and valuing of academic work 
can suffer. How, then, might classrooms support student autonomy, in adap- 
tive ways? Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan (1991) summarized contex- 
tual factors that support student autonomy. Features such as the provision 
of choice over what types of tasks to engage in and how much time to allot 
to each, are associated with students’ feelings of self-determination. In con- 
trast, the use of extrinsic rewards, the imposition of deadlines, and an em- 
phasis on evaluations detract from a feeling of self-determination and lead 
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Strategies to Move Toward a Task-Focused Middle School Environment 
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to a decrease in intrinsic motivation. These findings have been well known 
for some time and many educators are aware of such recommendations. In 
practice, however, providing for students’ autonomy in the classroom is 
not easy. We recognize that the constraints of grading policies, curricula 
demands, and scheduling make it very difficult for many teachers to build 
flexibility into their programs. Furthermore, classroom management con- 
cerns often increase when students first attempt to regulate their own learn- 
ing. It is important to recognize, however, that supporting student autonomy 
does not require major upheaval in the classroom or that teachers relin- 
quish the management of students’ behavior. Even small opportunities for 
choice, such as whether to work with a partner or independently, or whether 
to present a book review as a paper, poster, or class presentation, can in- 
crease students’ sense of self-determination. Students can also be included 
in classroom decision making around issues such as seating arrangements, 
displays of work, and class rules. Finally, it is important to recognize that 
students’ early attempts at regulating their own work may not always be 
successful. Good decision making and time management require practice. 
Teachers can help their students develop their self-regulation by providing 
limited choices between acceptable options, by assisting with breaking large 
tasks into manageable pieces, and by providing guidelines for students to 
use in monitoring their own progress. Thus, the teacher’s role is less one of 
controlling students’ learning and more one of supporting their efforts to- 
ward self-determination. 

□ Conclusion 

Middle school teachers often teach many students over the course of 
a school day, and for a relatively short period of time. Given such brief 
contact with so many, it is easy to underestimate the influence that one’s 
teaching practices can have on any one individual. We hope current moves 
to implement the middle school philosophy (e.g., Carnegie Council on 
Adolescent Development, 1989) will provide a more facilitative schedule 
for both teachers and students. But even in a highly structured and depart- 
mentalized middle school, teachers can take specific steps to provide a 
learning environment that will promote the motivation of all students, m 
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The Effects of Interdisciplinary 
Teaming on Teachers and Students 



R eflecting the admonitions of John Dewey that “The school must 
itself be a community life” (Dewey, 1966, p. 358), middle school 
reformers advocate interdisciplinary teaming to create a “small 
community of learning” (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 
1989). Most middle level educators consider interdisciplinary team organi- 
zation, in which teachers share students, space and schedule, an essential 
component in meeting the needs of young adolescents. According to a 1993 
survey, 85% of the schools that have implemented the major components 
of the middle school believe teaming has contributed to the long-term ef- 
fectiveness of their program (George & Shewey, 1994, p. 80). 

In this review of literature, I will briefly examine the history, design, 
and incidence of interdisciplinary teams. I will then examine the effects of 
interdisciplinary teaming on teacher and student outcomes. Interdiscipli- 
nary teaming, as an organizational feature of middle schools, involves ar- 
eas such as how authority is organized, how the work of teachers and stu- 
dents is organized, and how the social relations are structured. These rela- 
tionships have an effect on teacher and student outcomes. Two strands of 
research - on teacher professionalism and student learning - help define 
the outcomes of this review. 

□ History of interdisciplinary teaming 

Interdisciplinary teaming is not a recent innovation. Its historical roots 
lie, in part, in the Pontoon Transitional Design of the early 1960s that in- 
volved teacher autonomy in the decision-making process, flexible sched- 
uling using large blocks of time, correlated subject matter, common plan- 
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ning time, and teacher collaboration (Clark & Clark, 1992). Early research 
on this comprehensive model of teaming showed students scoring higher 
on such achievement measures as math, reading, and social studies tests. 
Unfortunately, most systematic research on teaming was sporadic during 
the next two decades, and the topic did not reappear until the first reviews 
of teaming as a structural arrangement were published in Middle School 
Journal (Arhar, Johnston & Markle, 1988; Arhar, Johnston & Markle, 1989). 

□ Design and incidence of interdisciplinary teaming 

Interdisciplinary team organization is “a way of organizing the fac- 
ulty so that a group of teachers share: (1) the same group of students; (2) 
the responsibility for planning, teaching, and evaluating curriculum and 
instruction in more than one academic area; (3) the same schedule; and (4) 
the same area of the building” (George & Alexander, 1993, p. 249). Four 
large scale surveys have examined the incidence of teaming in middle- 
level schools (Alexander & McEwin, 1989; Epstein & Mac Iver, 1990; 
McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 1996; Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe & 
Melton, 1993). Teaming has increased from 33% (1989) to 42%\1990) to 
57% (1992). The greatest percentage of teams are found in schools with a 
6-7-8 grade configuration (66%), while the smallest percentage of teams 
are found in the 7-8-9 grade configuration (40%). Sixth grade has the greatest 
percentage of teams (55%), whereas the ninth grade has the fewest teams 
(9%). 

Results of the 1992 study and the other national surveys indicate that 
the use of common planning time and individual planning time has also 
increased in the past years indicating an increased commitment to teaming. 
In addition it was found that most students in teamed schools were grouped 
heterogeneously indicating a commitment to equity and opportunity for all 
students. The subjects most commonly taught within teams are math, sci- 
ence, social studies language arts, and reading. These surveys have added a 
great deal to our awareness of the commitment schools are making to this 
“signature” middle school practice. 

□ Outcomes for teachers 

Several recent studies add empirical support for the benefits of col- 
laborative work for teacher professionalism, particularly in terms of satis- 
faction, efficacy, and commitment. McLaughlin’s study of eight high schools 
(1993) portrayed professional communities of teachers as cohesive, colle- 
gial environments in which “teachers report a high level of innovativeness, 
high levels of energy and enthusiasm ...support for personal growth and 
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learning... [and a] high level of commitment to teaching and to all of the 
students with whom they work” (p. 94). This portrait is similar to reports 
by Lee, Dedrick, and Smith (1991) and Raudenbush, Rowan, and Cheong 
(1992) who found that collaboration among high school teachers was posi- 
tively related to teachers’ feelings of efficacy and satisfaction. 

Several studies conducted in middle schools add support to the belief 
that interdisciplinary teaming has the potential to enhance teacher profes- 
sionalism. Mills, Powell, and Pollack (1992) investigated three teams in a 
junior high school. In their qualitative investigation, they describe how the 
personal isolation so characteristic of teachers’ school lives is diminished 
within months after teams are formed. Gatewood, Cline, Green, and Harris 
(1992) found that teaming enhanced teachers’ personal sense of profes- 
sionalism. Husband and Short (1994) found that interdisciplinary team 
members felt significantly more empowered in all six factors under inves- 
tigation (decision making, professional growth, status, self-efficacy, au- 
tonomy, and impact) than departmentally organized teachers. These stud- 
ies in middle level schools indicate the importance of this organizational 
arrangement for enhancing the appeal of teaching as a profession. 

In another study of restructuring in four middle schools, teachers re- 
ported that teaming undermined faculty ability to deal with issues related 
to the whole school. The dilemmas that interfered include: time conflicts 
between team or whole-school issues; increased involvement with their 
group of students; limited time for peer observation; competition between 
teams; and the tendency within teams to compromise rather than risk seri- 
ous disagreement - leading important issues to be diluted. These dilemmas 
detracted from the development of a school-wide professional community 
(Kruse & Louis, 1995). 

The positive outcomes of teaming will not occur by simply placing 
teachers together on teams. These outcomes are the result of preparing and 
supporting teachers through this process of change. Team processes are the 
subject of another review in this volume. 

□ Outcomes for students 

The positive outcomes of collaboration for students include increased 
engagement in academic and school-related work, achievement, student 
attendance and behavior, and student belonging. While there are difficul- 
ties associated with team work, the increased feelings of efficacy and pro- 
fessional satisfaction that accompany well-structured collaboration has 
payoff for students. Ashton & Webb (1986) and Rosenholtz (1989) found 
that efficacy and satisfaction for teachers is associated with increased stu- 
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dent achievement. Using a subsample of the NELS:88 data, Lee and Smith 
(1993) found that students in restructured middle level schools (less de- 
partmentalization, more heterogeneous grouping, more team teaching, and 
a composite index of other restructuring factors) scored significantly higher 
on achievement and engagement than students in non-re structured schools. 
Restructuring also equalized achievement and engagement among students 
of differing social backgrounds. These positive results were small, but sta- 
tistically significant. Although this study does not isolate the impact of 
interdisciplinary teaming on student achievement and engagement, it por- 
trays teaming as part of a larger and more complex realm of restructuring, 
a realm that is difficult to separate out into components parts. As reported 
in a review of literature on the effects of teaming on students (Arhar, 
Johnston, & Markle, 1989), teachers’ collaboration is also associated in 
more direct ways with reduced disciplinary problems, increased student 
engagement in academic tasks, and clarification of learning goals. These 
outcomes are important in themselves, but they also act as mediating vari- 
ables interacting with students in ways to enhance their academic learning. 

The role of teaming in reducing student alienation is the subject of a 
series of studies. In a study of fourteen alternative high schools for students 
who were not succeeding in regular schools, Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, 
and Fernandez (1989) found that the school-within-a school was an inno- 
vation that allowed teachers the flexibility, autonomy, and control that they 
needed to succeed with these students. They found that this structural ar- 
rangement enabled the kinds of relationships between teachers and stu- 
dents that encouraged both school membership and academic engagement 
for students as well as a supportive and collegial culture for teachers. 

In Arhar’s (1992, 1994) study of the relationship between student 
belonging and interdisciplinary teaming, 5000 students in teamed and non- 
teamed schools were compared on belonging to peers, teachers, and school. 
Students in teamed schools scored higher on belonging to teachers and to 
school than their non-teamed counterparts. There was no significant differ- 
ence in scores of teamed and non-teamed students on bonding to peers. 

In a follow-up study, Arhar and Kromrey (1995) divided the schools 
from the 1992 study into high-income pairs (teamed and non-teamed schools 
matched on a variety of variables) and low-income pairs (teamed and non- 
teamed). There was no significant difference between the belonging scores 
of students in teamed and non-teamed high-income schools. However, there 
was a significant difference between belonging to teacher scores in teamed 
and non-teamed schools that were categorized as low income schools. There 
was also a significant difference between belonging to peer scores in teamed 
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and non-teamed low-income schools. These findings suggest that interdis- 
ciplinary teaming has the potential to create a sense of belonging for stu- 
dents who come from communities that do not provide the kind of social 
and economic support found in more affluent areas. 

McPartland (1987) found that increased departmentalization has a 
negative effect on teacher-student relations, particularly for low-income 
students. He suggested that interdisciplinary teaming may partially ame- 
liorate the negative effects of departmentalization on student-teacher rela- 
tions while preserving the academic benefits of working with teachers who 
have specialized content expertise. 

Bradock and McPartland’s (1993) review of the literature on school- 
ing and early adolescence offer an explanation for the importance of a car- 
ing climate and supportive school structures for disadvantaged youth. Dis- 
advantaged youth are often found in lower tracks and in larger departmen- 
talized schools in which teachers have daily contact with large numbers of 
students. In such schools, students have a difficult time finding the kind of 
environment that they need in order to be successful in their academic work. 
Teaming, with its possibility for flexibility (multi-age, time, space, etc.), 
autonomy, and personal advising, has the potential to decrease the feelings 
of alienation experienced by so many students. 

Increased achievement, engagement, and belonging and decreased 
incidence of behavioral problems do not always occur when teaming is 
implemented. Wehlage, Smith, and Lipman (1992) reported that restruc- 
turing interventions that included teaming in urban middle schools were 
“supplemental” at best, leaving basic curricular and instructional practices, 
as well as relationships with students unchanged. Conditions which foster 
positive outcomes for students are the subject of a review on team pro- 
cesses. 

□ Summary and conclusion 

Although current studies do not report a relationship between team- 
ing and student dropout rates, a recent study of middle school dropouts 
(Rumberger, 1995) reports that high absenteeism, misbehavior, and poor 
academic performance are predictive of middle school students dropping 
out of school. Teaming, with its potential to minimize student social be- 
havior problems and increase achievement though positive relationships 
and teacher professionalism, may have an indirect effect on the number of 
students who drop out. 

The search for a positive relationship between interdisciplinary team- 
ing and student achievement continues. The longitudinal study of levels of 
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implementation of reform elements conducted by Felner, Jackson, Kasak, 
Mulhall, Brand, and Flowers (1997) suggests that higher levels of imple- 
mentation are associated with increased achievement, fewer behavior prob- 
lems, and student adjustment to school, particularly for “at-risk” students. 
While these outcomes are important, social elements of team communities 
such as the ability to care for one another, depend on one another, and share 
responsibility for problem solving and learning are also important ends in 
themselves. These social elements are much more than mechanisms to be 
manipulated for accomplishing academic aims - they are the valued ends 
of a middle school education. \E\ 
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Teaching with Time on Your Side: 
Developing Long-Term Relationships 
in Schools 



Alas, I have finally arrived at a place of comfort 
with my students and now I must bid them farewell. 

his middle school teacher’s comment reflects the sentiments of many 



who recognize that by the close of a school year strong classroom 



relationships and in many cases productive work patterns have 
evolved. Few would deny that time can offer amazing dividends in a teach- 
ing-learning context. 

In spite of the fact that nearly all teachers readily acknowledge the 
hard-won gifts of a year’s time with young adolescents, most middle schools 
march on in the tradition of grouping children by grade or age and moving 
them on with each passing year to start the process all over again. In ex- 
change for the novelty each new school year brings, teachers and children 
must wipe the slate clean and begin anew with the challenge of cultivating 
the best context for learning - often the one they left behind. 

The multiyear classroom has a long and illustrious history in Ameri- 
can education. As late as 1918, there were close to 200,000 one-room schools 
in the United States, which accounted for 7 1 % of all public schools (Miller, 
1990). It can be gathered from stories told and research conducted that 
these schools, in which children of different ages learned together for many 
years, were small, familiar, communal settings. Students were known ex- 
ceedingly well, and continuous and individual progress was more readily 
managed. Families were directly involved in children’s schooling. Teach- 
ers could not easily give up on even the most challenging child, knowing 
that with each passing day there were years to follow. Whatever the school’s 
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shortcomings, there was a sense of community that can only be developed 
through continuous years of living out days together (Fogarty, 1993). These 
attributes constitute some of the same reasons stated by proponents of mod- 
em versions of multiyear teaching. 

There is no question, however, that the appeal of the one-room school 
remains fantasy, given the financial and human limitations of having one 
teacher under one roof with multiaged learners. Currently, fewer than 1 ,000 
one-room schools remain in the United States. The promise of multiyear 
arrangements, however, is not fantasy at all. Many elementary schools to- 
day use multiage and multiyear classroom formats. Rural communities and 
villages depend on such groupings to manage small school populations. 
Likewise, increasing numbers of elementary and middle level schools have 
embraced the alternatives to traditional grouping by single ages and single 
years, and it is encouraging to note that the support for such a change is 
found in a rich history of practice and research. 



□ Why We Need Long-Term Relationships □ 
in Middle Schools 

More than curiosity or nostalgia brings middle school practitioners into 
conversations about multiyear grouping. One original rationale emerged 
when Eichhom (1966) documented the absence of any correlation between 
grade level and student development during early adolescence. That vari- 
ability remains, and it is compounded by the staggering diversity of the 
children we serve now. Such diversity has led some to reexamine the as- 
sumptions from which we group and teach children. What purposes do 
grade levels serve? Is the single year the optimal amount of time for the 
teaching-learning process? What grouping best serves the needs of our chil- 
dren preparing for today’s society? 

While Eichhom’s rationale piqued some interest, today’s middle school 
educators are intrigued for additional reasons. One of the numerous changes 
in family life is that young adolescents spend less time outside of school 
with adults, and their social environment is often unstable (Scales, 1991). 
Scales asserted that the number one concern for educators in the 1990s is: 
“How can we ensure that young adolescents establish reliable and caring 
attachments, particularly with adults?” (p. 42) Scales goes on to say that to 
establish stronger attachments, schools for young adolescents must be places 
in which there is “informality, flexibility, and intimacy” (pp. 8-9). 
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Citizens and educators alike express a growing concern for the pres- 
ervation of democracy and an accompanying demand for improved coop- 
erative citizenship. Some see multiyear grouping as a way to create school 
settings in which children are encouraged by adults to participate in com- 
munity life and to develop cooperative social skills and attitudes. Young 
adolescents need to experience community, and they need to participate in 
mentoring and cross-age relationships (Scales, 1991). 

Educators are also concerned that it is increasingly difficult to reach 
disaffected students in the confines of a single year’s time, and they are 
eager to examine ways to salvage time in the teaching-learning equation. 
Teachers worry that today’s young adolescents are increasingly vulnerable 
to declining self-esteem. Students’ motivation, their self-concept related to 
their abilities, and their attitudes toward school decrease as they move from 
6th to 8th grades (see Anderman & Maehr, 1995, and the work of Eccles, 
Wigfield, Midgley, Reuman, Mac Iver, & Feldlaufer, 1993 for the negative 
effects of traditional middle level schools.) According to Beane and Lipka 
(1986), the cultivation of a humanistic (relationship-centered) rather than a 
custodial (control-centered) climate is critical to the self-esteem of young 
adolescents. When teachers and students spend repeated years together, it 
is reasonable to believe that a humanistic climate can be achieved and that 
positive relationships would reduce the need for control-centered teaching. 

In light of diminished adult support and an accompanying decline in 
students’ positive attitudes toward school, it is no surprise that problems 
associated with retention and dropping out have come to the forefront. Re- 
cently, Roderick (1994) reviewed the research on retention of students and 
related it to dropout rates. She called for “promotion with remediation” (p. 
749) and offered alternatives to retaining students in the elementary and 
middle grades. One alternative that Roderick did not consider is multiyear 
grouping, because long-term relationships are essential if we are to engage 
struggling students who are otherwise passed along with little accountabil- 
ity or retained with little hope of gaining ground. 

Finally, as practices like interdisciplinary teaming, curriculum inte- 
gration, heterogeneous grouping, special education inclusion, cooperative 
learning, and alternative assessment have found their way into the middle 
school, practitioners have been more prone to explore experimental group- 
ing arrangements that resist separating, labeling, and sorting children by 
predefined descriptors. All of these and other issues have coaxed many 
middle school educators into examining alternatives to single-grade and 
single-year grouping. 
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□ Four Ways to Develop Long-Term Relationships □ 

Educators have tried to strengthen the long-term bonds between families 
and schools in four ways. Perhaps the most well known is that of the mixed- 
age classroom, a modem day analog of the traditional one-room school. 
Before continuing, a clarification of terminology may be helpful. Veenman 
(1995) used the word multigraded to mean a grouping of multiple age stu- 
dents that is created out of convenience or necessity (such as combining 6 
third-graders with 15 fourth-graders to stay within mandated class sizes). 
The strategy of combining students from several grade levels has often 
been used in small villages, rural communities, or developing nations to 
manage small numbers of students or shifting school enrollments (Veenman, 
1995). In the U. S., this arrangement is most common in elementary schools 
that have self-contained classes; middle grades students are rarely com- 
bined in this manner. 

Multiage is a term commonly used today to connote mixed-age groups. 
In most cases where this term is applied to the grouping pattern, it is driven 
by pedagogical rather than economic reasons. During the 1960s and 1970s 
in the United Kingdom, during the heyday of the British infant schools, 
mixed-age grouping was known as “vertical” or “family” grouping. Multiage 
differs slightly from ungraded or nongraded grouping (primarily an elemen- 
tary school idea) which does not differentiate between different grade lev- 
els and allows for students’ continuous progress through the curriculum. 
Unlike the historic one-room schools, multiage classrooms rarely include 
students from more than three grades. In this chapter we address the value 
of intentional multiage and multiyear grouping, and we prefer Miller’s 
(1996) simple definition of the term: “I use multiage to mean two or more 
grade levels that have been intentionally blended together to improve learn- 
ing” (p. 12). 

Whether it is instituted for administrative or pedagogical reasons, 
multigrade and multiage grouping enable interaction across age groups and 
may involve a long-term relationship among students and teachers. In a 
multiyear program of this sort, children in different grade levels learn side- 
by-side and the oldest children move on at the close of their stay, to be 
replaced by a new group of younger students each year. For example, in a 
sixth, seventh, and eighth grade multiage team, as eighth graders complete 
their three-year residency, new incoming sixth graders take their place. 
Some programs have arranged for a multiage class in only one subject. In 
this plan, students are grouped and regrouped in specific subjects by needs 
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rather than grade, thus providing enormous flexibility for grouping and 
regrouping that would otherwise not be available. 

Though not dramatically different from multiage grouping, develop- 
mental age grouping is another arrangement of several grade level groups 
that are combined according to developmental growth indicators. Based on 
the work of Eichhom (1966), this plan works to create communities in a 
middle school that share common developmental needs and concerns in a 
mixed age setting. Spring Hill Middle School, in Spring Hill, Florida was 
originally designed for developmental age grouping. The plan organized 
students into three learning units or communities. Unit I housed the fifth 
graders and the developmentally younger sixth graders. Unit II housed the 
older sixth graders and younger seventh graders. Finally, Unit III housed 
the older seventh graders and eighth graders. This plan functioned so that 
each child spent a period of two years with the same group of teachers and 
with one-half of the same student group. 

In more recent years, schools have experimented with a concept in 
which students from a single grade-level group stay intact and remain with 
their class or team of teachers for several consecutive years. In this ar- 
rangement, students do not experience instruction in mixed-age groups. 
Rather,' the focus is on the long-term relationships facilitated by a continu- 
ous, year-to-year instructional plan. This arrangement has a long history. It 
was described as “teacher rotation” in a Department of Interior random 
memo from 1913. In the 1970s, Paul George and educators at Lincoln Middle 
School in Gainesville, Florida, wrote a monograph published by National 
Middle School Association (1987) describing this approach as “student- 
teacher progression.” More recently, writers have referred to this organiza- 
tional plan as “looping,” a term that probably originated in the United King- 
dom or Canada. The idea is international in scope. Koln-Holweide Com- 
prehensive School is the most famous of several schools in Germany that 
have used looping for the last 20 years (Ratzki, 1988). While there is very 
little research on looping, practitioners claim it reduces wasted time at the 
start of each year, increases stability and routine, facilitates the member- 
ship of reticent students, and enhances classroom cooperation. 

A fourth approach entails grouping teams of students together for sev- 
eral years to create a “school-within-a-school.”This approach has also been 
referred to as the “house plan” or the “community” system. The students 
are not necessarily in multiage groups and they may not stay with exactly 
the same cohort for years. This structure has often been used in large high 
schools, though it is also seen in middle schools. For example, within a 
school comprised of 2,000 students, grades 6-8, there might be six “com- 
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munities” located in different areas of the school facility. Each community 
could incorporate one 6th, one 7th, and one 8th grade team with an entire 
community population of over 300 students. In some schools, students would 
then stay within that community from 6th to 8th grades, though their teach- 
ers might change from year to year (see Oxley, 1989). 



□ What We Know From Research □ 

While the the pedagogy and practices are intriguing, how worthy are they? 
Many possible benefits of establishing long-term relationships exist in school 
communities, but the research on different approaches is spotty. We know 
of no full-scale reviews on looping, developmental age grouping, or schools- 
within-a-school. The majority of the research on multiage/multigrade class- 
rooms has been at the elementary level, but many of the studies to date 
have included grades which serve young adolescents, and the research is 
varied and illuminating. To simplify, we have synthesized findings by large 
issues of concern, drawing mainly from four comprehensive reviews of 
research conducted by Miller (1990; 1991), Pavan (1992), Gutierrez and 
Slavin (1992), and Veenman (1995). When examined collectively, these 
reviews provide a rich picture of what is known about multigrade, multiage, 
and multiyear grouping. 

Miller (1990, 1991) summarized the findings of quantitative and quali- 
tative research studies on multiage grouping. Miller’s reviews featured data 
from rural schools, and he contributed to our understanding by trying to 
examine qualitative data, something that few reviewers have attempted. 
Gutierrez and Slavin (1992) helped us to differentiate among “Joplin-like” 
grouping, in which students are grouped across ages only for reading; “com- 
prehensive” grouping that mixes the ages for most or all classes, but uses 
whole-class and small-group instruction; and “individualized” grouping in 
which students primarily work alone. Pavan (1992) asserted the impor- 
tance of considering “nongradedness” or “multiage” not merely as a struc- 
ture, but as a set of instructional practices such as cooperative learning and 
peer tutoring. Veenman (1995) distinguished between “multigrade” and 
“multiage” groups, as noted earlier, and incorporated international studies 
in his review. 

□ Achievement 

In all four reviews, the majority of studies point to the largely neutral 
and occasionally positive effects of multiage and multigraded grouping on 
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achievement. Children in nongraded classrooms fare as well or better than 
children in single-graded classrooms on standardized measures of achieve- 
ment (Gutierrez & Slavin, 1992; Miller, 1990; Pavan, 1992). According to 
Pavan’s review (1992), 91% of the 57 reviewed U. S. and Canadian studies 
revealed that students in nongraded settings did as well as or outperformed 
students in graded classes. Since many have challenged the viability of 
mixed-age teaching in terms of curriculum mastery, Pavan’s observation 
that students in nongraded programs performed as well as or better on stan- 
dardized achievement tests is noteworthy. In Miller’s review (1990), stu- 
dents in multiaged settings outperformed their graded counterparts on read- 
ing, but did not do as well as graded students on mathematics. 

Since a grouping arrangement alone may not be sufficient to make an 
impact on achievement, what Gutierrez and Slavin (1992) found in their 
“best evidence synthesis” of research makes sense. They reported that “ the 
effects of nongraded programs depend on the types of programs being imple- 
mented” (p. 366). Only two types of nongraded programs seemed to show 
significant achievement gains when compared with graded programs: 

1 . “Joplin-like programs, in which students are grouped across age lines 
in just one subject, usually reading; 

2. Programs that utilize cross-age grouping in many subjects but do not 
rely on individualized instruction at the expense of more comprehen- 
sive approaches to instruction, including cooperative and teacher-led 
methods” (p. 368). 

When teachers employed comprehensive instructional methods, no 
study supported the single graded group (p. 352). Moreover, once again, 
language and reading showed the most positive gains, with mixed results 
in mathematics. This success in the language areas is not surprising, since 
language acquisition is enhanced by a rich and diverse context of expo- 
sure. Conducting the most comprehensively international review to date, 
Veenman (1995) reviewed 56 studies, 37 of them U. S. or Canadian and the 
remainder from various international sites. Veenman’s review examined 
the cognitive and noncognitive effects of multigrade and multiage class- 
rooms. Veenman concluded that the effects on achievement were neutral. 

In nearly all cases where single-grade students outperformed mixed- 
grade students, the achievement gains appeared related to factors other than 
the grouping. Although differences between two schools were not consid- 
ered when comparing achievement results in two U. S. middle schools, 
Marsh (1980) found her single-grade students did better on measures of 
achievement. In a study of multigraded versus graded schools in West Ger- 
many, Fippinger (1967) found that students ' ' gle-grade classes outper- 
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formed their multigrade counterparts. The difference appeared to be re- 
lated to the fact that students in the graded schools were from markedly 
higher socioeconomic levels than students in the nongraded schools. In 
numerous other U.S. cases, the superiority of graded students’ achieve- 
ment was connected with parents’ self-selection or location (suburban vs. 
rural) and the consequent social class and ability issues that such differ- 
ences can create (Miller, 1990; Veenman, 1995). Moreover, several of these 
studies were conducted in situations that deliberately placed highly suc- 
cessful students in the single-graded contexts. 

In reviewing these findings, it is important to recall that none of the 
studies actually controlled for teaching practice, so it is difficult to know to 
what extent differences in instruction played a role. As one researcher specu- 
lated, where single grade classes outperformed mixed-grade classes, there 
were enormous differences in teacher preparation, with far more extensive 
training provided for the teachers who were to teach grade level classes 
(Rowley, 1992). 

□ Affective and social outcomes 

While the jury is out with regard to the relationship between multiage 
and multigrade grouping and achievement, the picture is clearer for affec- 
tive outcomes. As Miller (1989) asserted at the close of his review: 

‘These studies indicate that being a student in a multigraded class- 
room does not negatively affect academic performance nor student social 
relationships and attitudes. . . When it comes to student affect, the case for 
multigrade organizations appears much stronger, with multigrade students 
outperforming single-grade students in over 75 percent of the measures 
used” (p. 13). 

Although it is not one of the primary reviews included here, one of 
the more provocative reviews was written by Pratt (1986). From his review 
of experimental studies, Pratt could make no conclusions about achieve- 
ment. He did claim, however, that students’ self-concepts were strength- 
ened by multiage arrangements. After analyzing pertinent anthropological 
studies, he also concluded that multiage classrooms are “socially and psy- 
chologically healthy places” because they promote “children’s friendships” 
and provide extended contact with adults and peers of varying ages” (p. 
1 14). He further stated that one vital aspect of multiage grouping’s effects 
was the availability of cross-age tutoring, which may be correlated with 
higher academic achievement and enhanced self-esteem for both the tutor 
and the tutee. 
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Pavan (1992) reached similar conclusions regarding student affect. 
She noted that students in multigraded schools scored higher than graded 
school students on the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory and Piers-Har- 
ris Children’s Self-Concept Scale. In addition to improved self-esteem, stu- 
dents in nongraded schools had superior attitudes towards self and school. 
One would expect this increase in attitude would translate into improved 
discipline and in one study it did. Students in that study spent five years in 
a nongraded junior high/middle school setting and significantly fewer stu- 
dents were referred for discipline procedures. Moreover, in that study un- 
derachievers from nongraded schools had better self-concepts, attitudes 
towards school, and academic achievement than underachievers in graded 
schools (Pavan, 1992). 

With young adolescents, issues of peer relationships could have an 
impact on the outcomes of any initiative. In a study of the effect of grade- 
level status on student perceptions about their interactions in cross-age pairs 
in a combined third and fifth grade classroom, Young and Boyle (1994) 
uncovered what they called the “Lady Bountiful Syndrome.” Based on an 
analysis of interviews, results showed that fifth graders perceived the third 
graders as incapable and did things for the third graders rather than helping 
them learn to work independently. In cross-age situations where such sta- 
tus/ knowledge perceptions are at work, Young and Boyle concluded that 
peer interactions could interfere with the learning process. Also addressing 
peer interactions, a case study of cross-race friendships in two racially di- 
verse graded and multigraded schools showed encouraging results favor- 
ing the multigraded school (D’Amico & Bell-Nathaniel, 1981). 

Another intriguing study (Smith, 1993) focused on student attitudes 
towards multiage classrooms based on gender and grade level in two 
multiage classrooms (grades 3-4 and 5-6). Results showed no significant 
difference based on gender, but students in the two upper grades had more 
negative attitudes towards multiage grouping than did the younger students 
in each class. It is not clear from the study whether this practice was re- 
cently instituted and thus would have been new to the fourth and sixth 
grade youngsters. If that were the case, the negative attitudes seem under- 
standable. Where grade level carries status, older students new to multiage 
grouping might feel demoted. On the other hand, French, Waas, Stright, 
and Baker (1986) noted that in a multiyear structure, more students had the 
opportunity to be leaders including older students who otherwise might not 
have assumed leadership positions. 

While there are very few studies of looping, the results of those few 
that have been concluded are quite positive. George (1987) indicated that 

65 



What Research Says 



teachers and students saw many benefits in staying together. Mizelle (1993) 
described the Delta Project, an interdisciplinary team of four teachers who 
followed a group of students for three consecutive years. During the two 
years when the study was conducted, students’ self-esteem and attitudes 
towards school improved. Mizelle described how looping offered students: 
(1) opportunities for working in groups that accept diversity; (2) opportu- 
nities for personally significant learning experiences; (3) opportunities for 
self-evaluation; and (4) opportunities to view mistakes as a normal part of 
the learning process. In addition, Pate, Mizelle, Hart, Jordan, Matthews, 
Matthews, Scott, and Brantley (1993) asserted that looping enhanced stu- 
dent collaboration, enabled long-term curricular projects to flourish, and 
“created a positive working and learning environment for both teachers 
and students” (p. 27). 

□ Limitations of the research 

We have already made the point obliquely, but will state it more clearly: 
there is a startling lack of research evidence mustered on behalf of multiage 
grouping, looping, and schools-within-a-school in American middle schools. 
Quite a bit of research exists on multiage grouping in elementary schools 
and some research on schools-within-a-school in high schools. We can find 
almost no substantive research on looping at any grade level, though there 
are a growing number of descriptions of practice. What is more, even the 
research that has been conducted often fails to track students and teachers 
over two or more years; most of the studies are one-year snapshots that fail 
to capture the complexity of multiyear learning. For all the talk and anec- 
dotal evidence about these grouping ideas, in the coming years we must 
conduct much more substantive research about the benefits of multiyear 
teaming and learning. Educational relationships are based in part on the 
participants’ perceptions of students’ educational success. If teachers, par- 
ents, and students cannot be shown that looping and multiage teaching ar- 
rangements yield positive affective and cognitive gains, then multiyear 
grouping may not last. 



□ What Hinders or Facilitates □ 

Long-Term Educational Relationships? 

□ Instructional issues 

While research on specific outcomes is essential to program deci- 
sion-making, practitioners are often most concerned with the implementa- 
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tion. As one interested teacher put it, “Sounds wonderful, but would it 
work?” Fortunately, we have many credible reports that describe what hin- 
ders and facilitates new grouping arrangements. 

Miller’s (1991) qualitative review focused on how teachers and ad- 
ministrators view the job of working in multiage situations and how in- 
struction is carried out. Most teachers believed that teaching in a multiage 
classroom was more difficult than teaching in a graded classroom, and that 
it required special preparation. In particular, teachers highlighted individu- 
alizing instruction, unit planning, classroom organization, and curriculum 
development as the most challenging tasks that must be performed well in 
a multiage teaching situation. Anderson and Pavan (1993) and Gutierrez 
and Slavin (1994) asserted that students should be engaged in learning from 
one another, they should be regrouped for instruction within and across age 
or grade levels, and any cross-age grouping should be flexible. Veenman 
(1995) believed that frequent assessment of mastery, increased amounts of 
teaching time for homogeneous instructional groups, and the organization 
of subject areas by levels (not age groups) are also important features (p. 
373). All of these authors offer vital ideas for teachers and administrators 
to consider. 

Different approaches may have different problems of implementa- 
tion. For some teachers, looping may be less intimidating than multiage 
teaching. With looping, teachers can maintain a grade-level approach to 
curriculum as they follow students from year to year. In addition, some 
parents may be uncomfortable with the notion of eighth graders and sixth 
graders in one room and many teachers worry that they will be spread too 
thin with the diverse demands of various age and grade levels. Looping 
does require that teachers adjust to new curricula for the first cycle of years, 
but they may do so with fewer struggles in the process. 

All innovations in curriculum and instruction require leadership if 
they are to succeed. Miller (1996) emphasized the “common traits” of lead- 
ership in developing greater parent and teacher support for multiage group- 
ing. He proposed a set of key principles that enable multiage grouping to 
work. We believe his principles apply to any effort to establish long-term 
relationships in schools. 

1. Find research-based information and descriptive stories of practice 
before beginning planning. 

2. No single model of practice will suffice. 

3. Change comes top-down and bottom-up, at the same time. 

4. Teachers must challenge their preconceived notions of student group- 
ing and the most appropriate instructional strategies. 
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5. “Strategic, incremental steps” are more important than “large leaps 
that are not well thought out and articulated” (p. 17). 

□ A matter of continuity 

A central feature of any multiyear grouping, whether it is looping or a 
multiage team that stays together for more than one year, is that teachers 
develop a curriculum articulated across the years. This feature has great 
promise because it can provide for what Miller (1994) called “social and 
academic continuity” (p. 94). This sort of curriculum articulation requires 
that teachers be provided additional time and resources for planning. 

For teachers engaged in looping or multiage, multiyear teaming, the 
opportunity to know students and their families closely is of paramount 
importance. Anne Bingham (1993) talked about the power of a “shared 
history” (p. 77). Parents can come to know teachers better, in terms of their 
expectations, their teaching styles, and their ways of communicating. Par- 
ents also have a chance to participate in long-term projects over a period of 
years (Alioto, 1994). Varying types of family involvement are possible, 
and many benefits of a real “family-school-community partnership” exist 
(National Education Goals Report, 1996). Multiyear arrangements can help 
such partnerships to flourish, but the school educators have to develop plans 
that incorporate creative ideas about how to engage parents and families. 



□ Final Reflections □ 

In some respects these are desperate times. Increasing numbers of educa- 
tors express concern about the ever-emerging population of youngsters who 
are more difficult to reach and teach. Embarrassing numbers of young ado- 
lescents in the United States do not fare well in school. Remedial and puni- 
tive measures have failed miserably. Many have a sense that one new inno- 
vation after the next has done little to change the foundation and fabric of 
school relationships upon which all teaching and learning is built. The Na- 
tional Education Goals Report (1996) described the progress or lack of 
progress in key educational areas over the last two years, and then calls for 
new approaches to long-term assessment, the use of textbooks, the use of 
themes, and long-term projects. We believe that teachers constructing a 
multiyear curriculum have a greater chance to develop those approaches 
because they are able to develop social and academic continuity and to 
emphasize students’ progress over time. 
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Ways to facilitate stronger relationships in schools are many; we have 
examined only a few. From our perspective, and in light of the research 
we’ve shared, there is great promise in long-term teaching relationships. 
We must move from a reliance on short-term affection or control to a re- 
newal of long-term respect between young adolescents and adults. With 
time on our side, using creative grouping alternatives, we open a whole 
world of possibilities. ® 
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Middle Level Discipline and Young 
Adolescents: Making the Connection 



C oncern about classroom management and school discipline is not 
new. Since the first public opinion Gallup poll involving educa- 
tion in 1969, school discipline has been represented as the number 
one concern on 14 of 15 occasions. In the twenty-first annual Gallup poll 
of the public attitude toward public schools, “lack of school discipline” 
ranked number two, second only to drug problems (Evanac, 1993). Nu- 
merous methods and materials have been developed on disciplinary ap- 
proaches because the problem of discipline in the schools is so immediate. 
Few proposed discipline methods or models, however, deal specifically 
with the unique needs of young adolescents even though most teachers 
who work with middle school age students usually feel that, in reference to 
classroom discipline, this particular age group is the most difficult group 
with which to work (Stradley & Aspinall, 1975). 

Perhaps this lack of a specific middle school discipline model is par- 
tially due to the fact that there is no single model of the All-American 
Young Adolescent because of the vast physical, social, emotional, and in- 
tellectual differences between them. Because of this variability, especially 
emotional development, attempts have been made to consider these needs 
and provide a unique program for students of this age group. It is particu- 
larly important for middle schools to strive to achieve an effective plan for 
discipline that not only serves the school environment, but also assists young 
adolescents in making a successful transition through these trying years. 

Through my review of the relevant literature on discipline effective- 
ness, I have identified eight themes that were most prominent in the litera- 
ture: (1) development of a school-wide discipline plan; (2) inservice pro- 
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grams; (3) classroom discipline plans; (4) a repertoire of discipline models 
for teachers; (5) educating students; (6) implementation; (7) leadership; 
and (8) positive school climate. 

□ Development of a school-wide discipline plan 

Discipline, to be effective, must be a school-wide effort (Evanac, 
1993). This effort begins with an awareness of all of those involved of the 
need for school-wide procedures for preventing and/or responding to dis- 
ruptive student behavior. In fact, it has been estimated that three out of 
every four schools have some form of printed disciplinary code. The devel- 
opment of a school-wide management program not only raises expecta- 
tions and increases the visibility of student management issues, but can 
reduce disruptive behavior and improve student achievement (Jones, 1984). 

Much literature exists describing procedures necessary for develop- 
ing effective discipline plans. The one recommendation that is most fre- 
quently mentioned among the plethora of literature on developing discipline 
plans is that of the plan’s development being of a collaborative nature. 
Bums (1985) stated that “the key to effective discipline” is in collaboration 
between the teachers and the administration in the development of the 
school-wide discipline plan (p. 3). A plan single-handedly devised by the 
administration would likely meet with immediate opposition from those 
faculty members who might feel that the plan was being imposed upon 
them (Lane, 1989). 

A majority of the literature reviewed indicated a need for involving 
teachers and administrators, as well as including input from students and 
parents in developing a school-wide discipline plan (Blendinger, Comelious, 
McGrath, & Rose, 1993; Evanac, 1993; Gaustad, 1992; Gilchrist, 1989; 
Gottfredson, Gottfredson, & Hybl, 1990; Hartzell & Petrie, 1992; Jones, 
1984; Lane, 1989; Lasley & Wayson, 1982; MacNaughton & Johns, 1991; 
Menacker, Hurwitz, & Weldon, 1988; Short, 1988). When parents are more 
involved in the decision making process at the school, they will be more 
supportive. Parent interest and concern needs to be revitalized to help modify 
their youngsters’ behavior (Evanac, 1993). Student input is also important. 
Furtwengler and Konnert (1982) demonstrated a relationship between stu- 
dent involvement in the discipline policy formation and improved student 
conduct levels. “People want to be involved they want to know what’s 
going on, they want to be associated with excellence, and they will work 
hard to make it happen - if you let them” (Gilchrist, 1989, p. 143). 
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□ Inservice programs 

In a survey conducted by Youngblood (1989), principals identified 
discipline as one of the subjects that they wanted to learn more about. Like- 
wise, 48 percent of the teachers and 52 percent of the administrators iden- 
tified the principles in classroom management and discipline as their top 
choice of topics to be covered during certification preparation in a ques- 
tionnaire conducted by DeMedio and Mazur-Stewart (1990). 

“We believe that an effective inservice program should provide for a 
degree of school-wide uniformity and still allow for sufficient diversity to 
meet the needs of individual teachers” (MacNaughton & Johns, 1991, p. 
52). The three steps recommended are (1) knowledge of the basic prin- 
ciples learned through effective teacher research; (2) a background in the 
range of management and discipline models available to teachers; and (3) 
training in the school-wide discipline plan itself. Wolfgang (1995) is also a 
proponent of teachers being familiar with a variety of management and 
discipline models from which to draw methods, depending on the teacher’s 
personality, teaching style, and the situation at hand. Many of the teacher 
training programs dealing with discipline are outdated and ineffective and 
provide teachers with one-dimensional strategies for solving discipline prob- 
lems after they occur. It is recommended that inservice training on effec- 
tive discipline focus on methods that are both preventive and corrective. 

Finally, it is important that teachers clearly understand the school- 
wide discipline plan, itself, as well as its implementation and their roles 
and responsibilities in this implementation (Gaustad, 1992; Gottfredson, 
Karweit, & Gottfredson, 1989; Jones, 1984; Short, 1988). Gottfredson, 
Karweit, & Gottfredson (1989) stated that research on the sources of school 
disruption clearly indicated that schools in which the teachers say they 
understand what the school rules are experience less disruption than oth- 
ers. 




□ Classroom discipline plans 

School-wide discipline policies should be developed that are also in- 
cluded in the individual classroom governance plans. “In order to achieve 
a positive school culture, the principal, teachers, and parents must present 
a united front on discipline matters” (Blendinger et al., 1993). Classroom 
rules must be consistent and coordinated with the school-wide discipline 
plan (Blendinger et ah, 1993; Gottfredson et ah, 1989; Lane, 1989). Lane 
(1989) suggested that the same set of classroom rules and management 
procedures be followed in every classroom in the school. Wolfgang (1995) 
disagreed and insisted that for a teacher to have effective classroom man- 
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agement, the system of discipline must relate to his/her personality, teach- 
ing style, and the present classroom situation. 

Arhar (1992) suggested that for middle grades students, since the team- 
ing concept is used in many of these, consistent procedures for handling 
student disruptions and setting of rules be implemented on a team basis. 
George and Oldaker (1985) reported improvement in school discipline and 
student personal development as a result of their enrollment in middle 
schools, a principal component of which was team teaching. In middle 
schools organized into “gradewide interdisciplinary teams,” it is recom- 
mended that teachers develop common grade level rules and procedures 
for dealing with discipline (George & Alexander, 1993). 

Classrooms that exhibit effective management are described as being 
characterized by a sense of purpose, relative quiet, and pleasure in learn- 
ing. In addition, teacher behaviors are present that produce high levels of 
student involvement in classroom activities, minimal amounts of student 
behaviors that interfere with the teacher’s or other students’ work, and effi- 
cient use of instructional time (Emmer & Evertson, 1981). Within these 
classrooms, the rules and expectations are clearly posted (Blendinger et al., 
1993; Lane, 1989). In addition, these rules must be clearly defined and 
communicated (Blendinger et al., 1993; Gottfredson et al., 1990). 

Classroom discipline rules and procedures should be developed with 
the unique needs of students in mind. This recommendation pertains par- 
ticularly to young adolescents who are experiencing many physical, cogni- 
tive, and psychological changes that may effect their behavior, as well as 
their attitudes toward themselves (George & Alexander, 1993). The class- 
room discipline plans must include positive reinforcers that encourage good 
behavior (Lasley & Wayson, 1982). 

Finally, educators should not assume that students come to school 
with common ideas about proper behavior. In addition to learning the school- 
wide and classroom discipline policies, students must also be made aware 
of what behaviors are appropriate in varying circumstances and environ- 
ments. Part of middle school educators’ responsibilities involve teaching 
students how to behave (Greenlee & Ogletree, 1993). 

□ A repertoire of discipline models for teachers 

Just as individual young adolescents differ immensely from one an- 
other, so do the discipline-related incidents in which they become^nvolved. 
In addition, vast differences exist between individual teachers’ philoso- 
phies, styles, personal preferences, and personalities. The wide variation 
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among these factors pose difficulties when it comes to trying to incorpo- 
rate one discipline model throughout the entire school. 

A principal may decide on one of the many packaged discipline mod- 
els available, have a consultant deliver an inservice workshop to the teachers 
and provide them with reading materials about how to enforce the model, 
and then to tell the teachers, “Now go back to your classrooms and disci- 
pline those kids!” Unfortunately, this “one model approach” leaves the 
teacher with “a limited range of techniques for dealing with the limitless 
range of behaviors in children” (Wolfgang, 1995). One approach to disci- 
pline will not work with all students or for all teachers. Teachers need a 
diverse “bag of tricks” which includes knowledge of a variety of disci- 
pline models and techniques. 

As mentioned earlier, for a discipline plan to be effective, it must be 
consistent and be a school wide effort. This consistency is possible even 
while allowing for various situations, teachers’ personalities, and the di- 
verse nature of the students. By setting school-wide, or team-wide, rules 
and procedures, more consistency is assured. Teachers should be allowed 
a certain degree of latitude in how these rules are enforced and procedures 
carried out in their individual classrooms. When a teacher has an abundant 
repertoire of discipline models, he/she can make suitable decisions as to 
what strategies will be most effective in various situations and develops 
his or her own style. 

An abundance of discipline models exist ranging from those that 
emphasize verbal communication to models that advocate corporal pun- 
ishment as a means of disciplining unruly students. Most models have 
their good and less desirable attributes. Teachers may pick and choose 
certain elements from models that fit their philosophy of classroom disci- 
pline. The key to success is whether or not a particular method facilitates 
the desired outcome. 

In Solving Discipline Problems: Methods and Models For Today’s 
Teachers (1995), Wolfgang described eight popular discipline models and 
included a section describing the strengths and limitations of each. Each 
of these models is placed on a continuum of teacher behaviors in dealing 
with discipline incidents that reflects a graduated scale of teacher control. 
This allows for a comparison of the techniques and strategies involved in 
each model. In addition, the models are arranged in order from types that 
encourage the student to do his/her own problem solving to types where 
the belief is held that students develop only by the conditioning of outside 
forces (Wolfgang, 1995). In the following paragraphs, these models will 
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be briefly described in order from emphasizing student control to empha- 
sizing teacher control. 

In the first model Thomas Gordon’s Teacher Effectiveness Training 
(T.E.T), the role of the teacher is to be a supportive, noncritical facilitator 
who believes that the student has the ability to identify and solve his or her 
own unique problems (Gordon, 1974). The second model, Berne (1964) 
and Harris’ (1969) Transactional Analysis, concludes that in all people there 
exist three states of being; the child, adult, and parent. The teacher’s role in 
this model is to determine which state the child is operating in when he/ she 
is misbehaving and then to choose the correct way to respond based upon 
the responses recommended in the model (Harris, 1969). 

In Raths and Simon’s Values Clarification model, teachers attempt to 
provide students with activities that allow them to investigate their own 
ways of behaving (Raths, Harmin, & Simon, 1966). In the Social Discipline 
model of Rudolf Dreikurs (1968), it is believed that students misbehave 
because of their failure to gain social acceptance. Each student is described 
to have one of four subconscious goals that motivate his/her misbehavior 
and subsequent desire for social acceptance. In this model, teachers iden- 
tify whether the misbehaving student’s goal is to get attention, to gain power 
and control, to get revenge, or to show helplessness or inadequacy. Teach- 
ers then respond with techniques described in the model to fit the student’s 
goal. 

The Reality Model by William Glasser (1975) requires that the mis- 
behaving student be made aware of and become responsible for the conse- 
quences of his or her actions. This approach involves behavior contracts 
and logical consequences. Next, behavior modification techniques are de- 
scribed which operate under the premise that all children will learn to abide 
by certain standards if they receive proper reinforcements. Ideally, behaviors 
that are inappropriate should be ignored and acceptable behavior rewarded. 
If these means fail, then the teacher resorts to actions such as isolation 
(Blackham & Silberman, 1975). 

The Assertiveness Model of Lee and Marlene Canter (1976) is sug- 
gested as a discipline approach to be used only after the students already 
know the rules. This model focuses on the idea that the teacher has a right 
to teach and a right to expect the students to behave. The model involves a 
structured plan involving consequences for misbehaviors, even if they oc- 
cur more than once. The consequences include withholding privileges, iso- 
lation, or a visit to the principal. Positive reinforcers are also used in the 
form of free time, games, or trips. Finally, the Behaviorism/Punishment 
Model by Englemann (1969) and Dobson (1970) advocates physical pun- 
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ishment in order for students to learn standards of behavior. Engleman and 
Dobson believe that the most effective practice a teacher has available to 
him or her is inflicting physical pain. 

A wide variety of models are available to teachers and the models 
discussed here are a mere sample of those available. The key point here is 
that the more knowledge that a teacher has of types of discipline approaches, 
the greater the chance that he/she will have something in his/her repertoire 
that will most effectively address discipline situations. 

□ Educating students 

Discipline problems are not only of concern to teachers, parents, and 
administrators, they are a major concern to the students as well. Much of 
the literature on school discipline suggests that students should actually be 
taught the school-wide as well as the classroom discipline rules and proce- 
dures (Blendinger et al., 1993; Bums, 1985; Emmer & Evertson, 1981; 
Gaustad, 1992; Gottfredson et al., 1989; Lane, 1989; Short, 1988). 

In addition to school rules and procedures, students should also be 
taught how to behave. “Students need to leam to behave in a socially ap- 
proved manner in order for a healthy learning environment to exist” 
(Greenlee & Ogletree, 1993, p. 4). Gaustad (1992) referred to this need for 
students to be taught to behave and urged administrators to regard 
disciplinary referrals as opportunities to teach students social skills. Much 
of the literature on school discipline describes schools with effective 
discipline as being ones in which students leam how to behave (Blendinger 
et al., 1993: Bums, 1985; Emmer & Evertson, 1981; Hartzell & Petrie, 
1992; Jones, 1984). Hartzell and Petrie (1992) suggested that students leam 
how to behave through modeling by teachers, administrators, and parents. 
Lane (1989) referred to encouraging the development of responsible stu- 
dents when he stated, “Teaching discipline as a skill has resulted in fewer 
discipline related school problems” (p. 8). 

Other areas that needed to be included in the curriculum aimed at 
improving school discipline involve teaching students responsibility and 
values. Bums (1985) suggested that expectations of behavior such as respect 
for adults, patriotic behavior, or not stealing be taught. Other teaching sug- 
gestions include deference, civility, courtesy, and accountability which need 
to be reinforced both in the home and at school (Hartzell & Petrie, 1992). 
George and Alexander (1993) suggested that educating students in values 
can be accomplished through the advisor/advisee program at the middle 
school level. They state that with the support of parents and community 
members, teachers can successfully teach school-oriented values. Such 
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values as honesty, cleanliness, punctuality, tolerance, friendliness, endur- 
ance, and loyalty are included in effective advisory programs. 

Another way in which to educate students in values and moral devel- 
opment is through character education. Character education began at the 
beginning of this century as a way to teach character. A form of character 
education widely used at that time was called the Children’s Morality Code 
which stressed the ten laws of right living. These were self control, good 
health, kindness, sportsmanship, self-reliance, duty, reliability, truth, good 
workmanship, and teamwork (Hutchins, 1917). 

Character education curricula all but disappeared by the 1950s. How- 
ever, in 1966, Lawrence Kohlberg’s application of his work in cognitive- 
development theory of moral reasoning to moral education in schools 
brought about the rebirth of character education. Moral reasoning and val- 
ues clarification dominated the field of character education for the next 
twenty years (Leming, 1993). 

Generally, it is suggested in the research that the teaching of values 
and moral thinking begin in the early elementary grades. However, the 
middle school years are not too late. Considering the massive cognitive, 
social, emotional, intellectual, and physical changes that adolescents face, 
early adolescence is a crucial time for forming life long self-concepts and 
positive identities (Davis, 1993). Presently, character education involves a 
holistic approach where all aspects of school life are involved in the teach- 
ing of morals and values. This character education curriculum involves 
the teacher acting as a caregiver, model, and mentor; creating a moral 
community; practicing moral discipline; creating a democratic classroom 
environment; teaching values through the curriculum; using cooperative 
learning; encouraging moral reflection; teaching conflict resolution; fos- 
tering caring beyond the classroom; creating a positive moral culture in 
the school; and recruiting the parents and community as partners (Lickona, 
1991). These areas are age-appropriate for middle level students and could 
be easily integrated into current advisor/advisee activities. Some suggested 
strategies for delivering character education include brainstorming activi- 
ties, exercises where students think of possible consequences of immoral 
behavior such as “what would happen if...,” students imagining themselves 
in other roles and discussing their feelings, and problem solving in which 
students clarify and find solutions to affective problems (Davis, 1993). 

Historically, public schools have viewed character development as 
an integral part of the education process. Today, more than ever, there is a 
need for schools to take a comprehensive approach in order to positively 
influence the moral development of students (Lickona, 1991). Schools can- 
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not develop discipline plans or teach students how to behave without com- 
municating values. A character education curriculum is a means by which 
values and moral education can be formally addressed. Structured charac- 
ter education activities can facilitate young adolescents’ ability and desire 
to think about who they are, who they want to be, and to form identities as 
self-respecting, career-minded persons (Davis, 1993). 

□ Implementation 

The key ingredient in effectively implementing a school-wide disci- 
pline plan, is that of consistency (Bums, 1985; Gottfredson et al., 1989; 
Jones, 1984; Lane, 1989; Menacker et al., 1988). Consistency must be 
maintained in each offense with each student involved, with each teacher 
involved, and between administrators. Menacker et al. (1988) stated that a 
school-wide discipline plan should be based on the premise that rules must 
be consistently enforced. Consistent enforcement of school rules helps main- 
tain students’ respect for the school’s discipline system (Gaustad,1992). 

Other factors described as being necessary for a school-wide disci- 
pline plan to be implemented effectively include rules that are firm, but are 
administered and enforced fairly (Gottfredson et al., 1990; Greenlee & 
Ogletree, 1993; Menacker et al., 1988). In addition, enforcement of the 
plan is the responsibility of all, but for this shared responsibility to be ef- 
fective, there must be strong administrative support (Bums, 1985). This 
responsibility also includes the parents. “Programs which involve parents 
in providing consequences in the home for student behavior in school have 
proven effective for reducing undesirable behavior” (Gottfredson et al., 
1989). Finally, the school-wide discipline plan should be evaluated regu- 
larly. This evaluation should include investigation into the effectiveness of 
the elements of the plan, as well as inquiry as to how it is being used (Lane, 
1989). 

□ Leadership 

Hartzell and Petrie (1992) stated that the principal, as the school leader, 
is responsible for initiating an approach to address the issue of behavior 
management at the building level. In addition, the principal’s role is to 
promote a positive organizational climate by developing a simple set of 
beliefs and expectations undergirding a supportive organizational struc- 
ture. Bums (1985) referred to this development of beliefs and expectations 
as the principal’s need to foster a common set of values. Without this com- 
mon set of values, Bums (1985) stated that we cannot expect principals or 
teachers to take a stand on discipline. 
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A key principal behavior in well-disciplined schools is identified as 
visibility (MacNaughton & Johns, 1991; Short, 1988). Gaustad (1992) also 
stated that effective principals are liked and respected, rather than feared, 
and that teachers’ satisfaction with school discipline policy was related to 
their relationship with the principal. The quality of support offered by the 
administration in handling discipline matters is also very important (Gaustad, 
1992; Greenlee & Ogletree, 1993; Jones, 1984; Lasley & Wayson, 1982). 
This support includes the principal’s being committed to the worth of the 
written rules and regulations in the school-wide discipline plan (Menacker 
et al., 1988). In addition, the principal must be an effective instructional 
leader in facilitating the problem-solving skills of teachers and students 
(Short, 1988) and in helping teachers to increase the connections between 
good instruction and good behavior (Hartzell & Petrie, 1992). 

□ Positive school climate 

Unfortunately, the traditional views on school discipline are rooted in 
issues of authority and control. Generally, in this view, discipline is thought 
of as a set of regulatory and punitive actions directed towards students. 
Lipsitz (1984) stated that discipline should be seen as an integral part of a 
positive academic environment. 

In a 1984 study, Lipsitz investigated discipline practices of success- 
ful middle level schools. These schools had a wide and differing array of 
specific disciplinary practices, but all of the schools shared the following 
characteristics: (1) clarity of mission; (2) close adult-student relationships; 
(3) an intimate and caring working environment for staff and students; (4) 
a rather high degree of student participation in the workings of the school; 
(5) high but flexible expectations for students; and (6) many diverse oppor- 
tunities for achieving success. Lipsitz (1984) called this “indirect disci- 
pline,” as these techniques help the students to be more self-directed and 
self-disciplined. She added that “direct discipline” emphasizes punishment 
and that “discipline and punishment should not be seen as synonymous” 
(P- 2). 

Creating a positive climate in a middle school takes a unified effort 
by staff in providing a caring atmosphere for the students. “Better control 
and improved student self-discipline will come when there is teacher warmth 
and acceptance of the pupils” (Howard, 1968, p. 28). He also recommended 
provisions for activities and exploration, opportunities for creativity and 
for assuming real responsibilities, and teachers keeping in mind the char- 
acteristics of the preadolescent and adolescent. In their study, George and 
Oldaker (1985) found that all criteria relating to student discipline improved 
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significantly when they used the practices prescribed in the middle school 
model. One fourth of the respondents reported that the interdisciplinary 
teaming approach assisted them in developing consistent procedures for 
handling disruptions. 

Much of the value of middle school practices comes from the 
preventative nature of these elements. “Caring guidance is preventive 
discipline” (National Middle School Association, 1995, p. 50). “The gen- 
eral emphasis in the schools should be on the prevention of misconduct 
and the development of self-discipline” (Howard, 1968, p. 39). By devel- 
oping self-control, self-direction, and good judgment in our students, we 
are enabling them to be, themselves, self-disciplined. Acquiring these skills 
not only assists in preparing our students for their futures in the adult world, 
it also frees up teachers to do what they desire most to do - teach. ® 
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Grouping Students for Instruction: Issues 

of Equity and Effectiveness 



T eachers and schools use a variety of ways to group students for 
instruction; most prevalent in middle level schools seems to be some 
form of ability grouping. Turning Points, the middle level reform 
document of the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development (1989), 
recommended the elimination of all tracking that groups young adoles- 
cents with others of similar ability and referred to tracking as one of the 
most divisive and damaging school practices in existence. In 1990, Braddock 
wrote that “learning opportunities in middle grades remain highly strati- 
fied despite middle school philosophy that encourages heterogeneous 
classes” (p. 449). Oakes (1992), among others, reminded educators that 
detracking is central to reforming middle grades education. So, despite 
Braddock’s lamentation, there is keen interest among educators in and a 
growing body of literature about seriously limiting or eliminating the prac- 
tices of between-class ability grouping and homogeneous grouping of stu- 
dents. 

Historically, grouping practices have been implemented in secondary 
schools despite the deleterious effects of ability grouping reported in nu- 
merous research studies. Fuligni, Eccles, and Barber (1995) reported that 
the “arguments for and against ability grouping remain essentially the same 
as they were at the beginning of the century” (p. 59). In fact, there is an 
obvious conflict between research and practice in middle level schools where 
students are tracked for instruction throughout all middle level grades de- 
spite considerable evidence of the importance of young adolescents’ peer 
relationships, the harmful effects of tracking on self-esteem, and the per- 
petuation of class and racial inequities when students are tracked by ability. 
Research on young adolescents and their schooling reveals no known ben- 
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efits of ability grouping. The one possible exception might be the benefits 
that can accrue from special academic programs for mathematically tal- 
ented students. Arguments once considered persuasive for grouping stu- 
dents by ability for instruction are losing their influence in light of a grow- 
ing body of evidence that the practice results in few achievement benefits 
and several negative effects. This chapter will include a summary of recent 
research on prevalent ability grouping practices, a review of recent research 
on ability grouping and tracking, and suggestions for further research. 

Braddock (1990) reported that instructional grouping practices can 
do one of two things; either they can help schools meet the varying needs 
of students and create positive learning climates or they can exaggerate the 
differences among students, label some students as slow, and create poor 
climates for learning. He also reminded educators that, when students are 
assigned to classes, schools define their peer groups. Although students in 
tracked classes learn no more, on average, than peers of comparable ability 
in nontracked classes, many classroom teachers continue to defend the pro- 
cess of tracking. Proponents of tracking argue that the process helps schools 
meet the varying needs of students, provides low-achieving students with 
the attention and slower work pace that they require, allows high-achieving 
students to be sufficiently challenged by faster-paced, more demanding les- 
sons, and permits teachers to provide different materials for high achievers 
and more support to low achievers. 

Those who argue for the dissolution of the practice of tracking are 
concerned about the perceived psychological damage to low achievers, the 
slower pace and lower quality of instruction, the more inexperienced or 
sometimes less capable teachers assigned to teach lower ability students, 
the low expectations for student performance held by teachers, and the ab- 
sence of strong behavioral peer role models in classes for low-ability stu- 
dents. Many middle level theorists believe that young adolescents cannot 
meet goals related to their personal development through tracking (Carnegie 
Council on Adolescent Development, 1989; Fuligni, Eccles, & Barber, 1995; 
Stevenson, 1992). They argue that young adolescents, naturally inclined 
toward learning from their peers, need to be grouped with individuals who 
are different. Additionally, young adolescents are vulnerable as they struggle 
to establish a sense of their own identity; tracking often creates negative 
perceptions of lower ability students that affect also the students’ self-per- 
ceptions. Tracking, the literature says, has a negative effect on lower-tracked 
students’ motivation and opportunities to learn as well as on their life 
chances. It also perpetuates class and racial inequities (Oakes, 1992). 

Fuligni, Eccles, and Barber (1995) wrote that “academic group place- 
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ment in junior high school acts as a punctuated event in the lives of early 
adolescents, placing them on particular developmental paths or trajectories 
that have important implications for their future academic and occupational 
achievement, as well as their overall psychological and behavioral devel- 
opment” (p. 59). 

□ Prevalent practices 

Epstein and Mac Iver (1990), using data from Johns Hopkins Center 
for Research on Elementary and Middle Level Schools survey of 1,753 
middle level schools, wrote that principals reported over 40% of the middle 
grade schools used some between-class grouping, and over 20% assigned 
students to all classes based on their ability. They found that the percentage 
increases proportionally from grades five through nine. Wheelock (1992) 
reported that there is great variation in grouping practices in all grade orga- 
nizations of schools containing grade seven. Whole class ability grouping 
increases as students move from fifth through ninth grades (Epstein & Mac 
Iver, 1990; Lounsbury & Clark, 1990), and in grades five and six reading 
and mathematics are the subjects most often grouped by ability. In grades 
seven through nine, the subjects are mathematics and English; whereas, 
science and social studies are subjects that are least often grouped by abil- 
ity at all middle grade levels. 

A 1 993 National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) 
survey revealed that 82% of the responding middle level schools reported 
that they used some degree of ability grouping (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, 
Keefe, & Melton, 1993). Interestingly, the reported use of ability grouping 
had declined somewhat from an earlier survey. The 1981 NASSP survey 
found that 88% of schools practiced ability grouping; 59% grouped by 
ability at all grade levels in some subjects, and 9% grouped by ability in all 
subjects (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, & Keefe, 1981). Braddock, (1990) 
reported similar findings. 

Despite the continuing practice of ability grouping, 36% of the schools 
in the 1993 NASSP survey reported that they were considering eliminating 
ability grouping. George and Shewey (1994), in a survey to update evi- 
dence regarding the presence and effectiveness of middle school compo- 
nents in middle level schools, studied schools where serious attempts had 
been made to implement middle school concepts. Eighty-five percent of 
the respondents selected a “mostly yes” response to the statement that “flex- 
ible grouping strategies, primarily heterogeneous, have contributed to long- 
term effects of our middle school program (p. 75).” 
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□ Recent research 

Recently, research on ability grouping in the middle grades has shifted 
from that which reports only demographic data about how students are 
grouped and/or what principals report their schools are doing about group- 
ing to studies that examine perceptions of teachers about ability grouping 
and focus over time on schools and teachers that are contending with 
detracking. In addition, a growing body of research exists concerning abil- 
ity grouping in middle level mathematics. 

In 1993, Slavin authored a review that summarizes what is known 
about the achievement effects of ability grouping in middle grades (6-9) 
and additional approaches to accommodating student diversity. He drew 
on his work in a 1990 best-evidence synthesis of research on ability group- 
ing in secondary schools, and re-asserted that “if the effects of ability group- 
ing on student achievement are zero, then there is little reason to maintain 
the practice” (p. 546). In much of his work, Slavin discussed instructional 
strategies, such as cooperative learning, that provide opportunities to group 
students for particular purposes for limited times. 

In Spear’s 1994 qualitative study he focused on understanding how 
and why teachers think the way they do about ability grouping and found 
that teachers who wish to retain ability grouping are more subject centered, 
and those who wish to eliminate ability grouping are more student cen- 
tered; that teachers believe that teaching is easier in ability grouped classes; 
and that parents are important and powerful influences in decision making 
about ability grouping. He concluded that the “crucial issue is not whether 
we group students but how we group students” (p. 118). 

Urdan, Midgley, and Wood (1995) worked collaboratively for three 
years with a middle school staff who wanted to examine and change their 
policies, procedures, and practices. The school previously had assigned 
students to ability-grouped classes despite repeated indications of the nega- 
tive consequences of tracking. The staff and researchers concluded that 
“tracking affects the way teachers think about instruction” (p. 25) and real- 
ized that ability grouping makes the entire school schedule less flexible. 
They concluded that it was particularly important to provide inservice train- 
ing for teachers in middle level schools to help them teach in new and 
challenging ways. Trimble and Sinclair (1987), in their study of the range 
of instructional activities used in classrooms, found a “numbing similarity 
of practices and content both within and across classes” (p. 20) and called 
for a change in grouping. 

In a qualitative study, Roe and Radebaugh (1993) examined one middle 
school’s elimination of tracking in mathematics, English, and reading 
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classes. They found that shared decision making is important to a success- 
ful transition from tracking to de-tracking and that the teachers felt that 
heterogeneous grouping improves classroom culture. After the elimination 
of tracking, teachers reported positive social benefits, positive behavioral 
implications, and less parental competition. The teachers also felt that de- 
tracking had academic benefits due to the social nature of learning and the 
strong influence of the adolescent’s peer group. 

Hoffer (1992) examined whether ability grouping during middle level 
schooling does act as a “sorting” event with long-term consequences. Us- 
ing mathematics class enrollment as an indicator that placement during 
junior high school affected the types of mathematics classes in which stu- 
dents enrolled in high school, Hoffer found that the main effects of ability 
level and ability grouping were significant; they also significantly inter- 
acted in affecting student performance. Hoffer found no positive long-term 
effects for low-ability students being placed in low-grouped mathematics 
classes. In fact, when compared to low-ability students in non-grouped class- 
rooms those placed in low-grouped classrooms appeared to fare worse. “It 
appears that all students may gain if they receive the type of instruction 
typically found in higher ability grouped classes” (p. 84). In addition, Slavin 
(1993) cited a longitudinal study by Fuligni, Barber, Eccles, and Fingerman 
(1990) that examined the effects of seventh-grade ability grouping in math- 
ematics and found strong negative tracking effects for low-achieving sev- 
enth graders on their tenth grade mathematics scores; however, Slavin re- 
minded us that the authors did not report tracking practices for the students 
in grades eight through ten. 

In one study (Mason, Schroeter, Combs, & Washington, 1992) fo- 
cused specifically on the effects of tracking in mathematics, researchers 
placed thirty-four average-achieving eighth graders into high-track pre-al- 
gebra classes with their high-achieving peers. Several of the average-achiev- 
ing students did better than their high-achieving classmates and took “sub- 
stantially more advanced mathematics during high school and attained sig- 
nificantly higher grades in these classes than their cohort peers” (p. 597). 
Also the high-achieving students “suffered no decrease in computation or 
problem-solving achievement” (p. 595), and they scored higher in con- 
cepts than their cohort peer groups from previous years. The average-achiev- 
ing students increased their achievement in concept development and did 
just as well in computation and problem solving as did their previous “av- 
erage” classmates. 
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□ Future research 

One of the most compelling proponents of de-tracking America’s 
schools is Oakes whose work with schools all over the country has led her 
to believe that educators need to rethink their fundamental educational be- 
liefs and values in order to provide diverse groups of students with access 
to a common body of knowledge. Oakes (1992) reported she arrived at the 
“increasingly clear and consistent. . .conclusion that this common way of 
organizing students for instruction is, in most instances, neither equitable 
nor effective” (p. 12). She and her colleagues and students at UCLA have 
established a comprehensive research agenda that examines new ideas for 
research on the topic (see for example: Wells, Hirshberg, Lipton, & Oakes, 
1995) and should yield additional information about this topic. 

Theorists and researchers suggest the need for considerable further 
research on the topics of ability grouping and tracking. Specifically, we 
need long-term studies that consider the effects of ability grouping on 
children’s development (Fuligni, Eccles, & Barber, 1995); give systematic 
accounts of particular schools’ efforts to de-track and reorganize (Oakes, 
1992; Slavin, 1993); provide documentation of promising alternatives to 
tracking (Roe & Radebaugh, 1993; Wheelock, 1992); discuss ways to help 
low achieving students keep up with more demanding content and higher 
expectations (Slavin, 1993). In short, we need to provide what Oakes (1992) 
called the “technology of tracking,” useful guidance to establishing school 
cultures where tracking no longer makes sense. There is a strongly held 
belief among de-tracking proponents that if we provide for all students the 
type of instruction typically found in higher ability-grouped classes there 
will result a gain for all students. That assumption, also, needs to be stud- 
ied.® 
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Differing Perspectives, Common Ground: 
The Middle School and Gifted Education 
Relationship 



A curious relationship has evolved over the years between the fields 
of gifted education and middle grades education. On an initial 
glance, comparisons of beliefs held to be paramount by each field 
indicate an amazing overlap in philosophy with a weaker, but still substan- 
tial, agreement across practices (Rosselli, 1990). During the 1980s, middle 
grades philosophy positioned heterogeneous grouping as one of the pre- 
eminent guideposts for policies and practices endorsed by the field and the 
common ground between the two fields lessened, in some cases leading to 
the reduction and sometimes disappearance of appropriate educational ser- 
vices for students identified as gifted (Allan, 1991). Leaders in gifted edu- 
cation, unable to embrace a total abandonment of grouping, responded ve- 
hemently and expressed reservations regarding the ability of the middle 
school movement to meet the needs of high ability students (Gallagher, 
Coleman, & Nelson, 1995; Plucker & Mclntire, 1996; Sicola, 1990; 
Tomlinson, 1992; 1994). The resulting differences have reframed the rela- 
tionship between experts from gifted education and middle grades educa- 
tion into what has sometimes become oppositional viewpoints and fueled 
lively debates on the moral and efficacious nature of ability grouping. How- 
ever, one of the more positive outcomes of these debates has been a num- 
ber of timely publications that have sought to re-examine the goodness of 
fit between the two movements by moving beyond the rhetoric of differ- 
ences towards a healthier focus on programs and practices (Coleman, 
Gallagher, & Howard, 1993; Coleman & Gallagher, 1995; Mills & Durden, 
1992; Rosselli, 1995). At the same time, with the advent of the National 
Research Center on the Gifted and Talented and several series of federally 
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funded Javits grants, a more carefully defined national research agenda has 
evolved in the field examining areas such as outcomes and impact of gifted 
programs, underachievement, regular curriculum modifications, and iden- 
tification/programming for special populations of gifted students (Renzulli, 
Reid, & Gubbins, n.d.). The resulting research has bolstered the field of 
gifted education and provided a rich source for examining implications for 
middle level education. This chapter provides a brief review of the litera- 
ture that has historically framed the debates followed by a discussion of 
current research seeking solutions to the field’s differences. A discussion 
of the evolving nature of giftedness and implications for both gifted and 
general education is also offered as a contextual backdrop. The chapter 
closes with a discussion of implications relative to middle school educa- 
tion policies and practices that hold promise for considering the unique 
needs of high ability students. 



□ Nature and Definition of Giftedness and Intelligence □ 

When Toepfer (1989) called for improved philosophical agreement about 
the terminology used to define giftedness, he probably could not have an- 
ticipated the continuing dialogue within the field of gifted education that 
still seeks to develop a predominant working definition. A growing interest 
in talent development, seemingly spurred by Gardner’s theory of multiple 
intelligences (1983), has readdressed the use of traditional views of intelli- 
gence influencing the identification process as well as the development 
and implementation of gifted programs nationwide. On the heels of 
Gardner’s work has followed a redefining of gifted education by well-re- 
nowned experts (Gagne, 1995; Feldhusen, 1992; Renzulli, 1994; & 
Treffinger, 1992) who believe that gifted educational practices often ig- 
nore the unique and individual talents of capable youth. In 1993, the first 
national report since the 1972 Marland Report was published titled Na- 
tional Excellence: A Case for Developing America's Talent (U. S. Depart- 
ment of Education). Significant in the title is the appearance of the term 
“talent” which appears liberally throughout the report and which serves as 
a cornerstone for encouraging more overlap between education reform and 
the development of individual gifts and talents. 
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□ Characteristics of Gifted Students □ 



The literature regarding students who are gifted has consistently focused 
on the unique characteristics, concomitant problems, and resulting needs 
that can help define how this population of students is served. A number of 
developmental characteristics that apply to middle level adolescents apply 
to gifted adolescents as well, particularly: rapid physical growth, varying 
levels of cognitive operations, sporadic brain growth, affective ambiva- 
lence, and capacity for introspection. Like all adolescents, they must also 
cope with the achievement of independence, discovery of identity as a 
person, exploration and acceptance of sexuality, development of meaning- 
ful interpersonal relationships, and establishment of personal values and 
philosophy (Clark, 1988). According to Olszewski-Kubilius and Kulieke 
(1989), gifted adolescents seem to value a more cognitive approach to life 
than their non-gifted age peers and a greater desire for personal power. In 
addition, there are also several apparent gender differences in personality 
dimensions of gifted adolescents with girls being more sensitive and atten- 
tive to form and harmony and boys tending to be more dominant. 

Clearly, being gifted places some additional twists on the already 
difficult tasks of adolescent maturation. Wallace (1985) described the gifted 
adolescent as a doubly marginal individual. The obvious move is away 
from the family, which is part of the adolescent experience, as well as a 
move away from the system that perhaps supported and nurtured a specific 
gift or talent. This new autonomy may cause an additional burden or re- 
sponsibility for the gifted adolescent, just at a time when he/she has few 
appropriate peer role models to emulate. Manaster and Powell (1983) re- 
ported that gifted adolescents may feel “out of stage” due to their perfec- 
tionism and focus on success, causing them to be out of touch with their 
immediate environment. In addition, alienation from their age-peer group 
may be influenced by gifted students’ awareness of their unusual abilities 
or interests, causing them to feel “out of phase.” Lastly, these students may 
feel “out of sync” as though they do not, should not, or cannot fit in. 
Buescher (1985) also found that ownership, or the simultaneous owning 
and questioning of the abilities of these youngsters, may compete with the 
beliefs that a debt is owed towards parents, teachers, and society. 

To be gifted and to be under-challenged in school creates another 
undesirable combination. High ability students have reported school work 
being too easy (Tomlinson, 1995), spending little or no time studying, and 
group work leading to gifted students doing all the work (Clinkenbeard, 
1991). In one study of high ability middle level students, Plucker and 
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behaviors such as interacting with peers, selected attention, and reduced 
effort when the level of stimulation or challenge was inappropriate. In ad- 
dition, teachers in the study did not always recognize when high ability 
students were trying to stimulate themselves intellectually and sometimes 
even allowed the students to pursue nonconstructive behaviors rather than 
adapt or modify instruction. 

□ Instructional implications 

Middle school instruction is intended to respond to the recognized 
developmental needs of young adolescent students. Earlier research on brain 
periodicity fueled support for a movement away from abstract types of 
thinking. The resulting de-emphasis on academics also acknowledged that 
young adolescent students do not always prize school achievement and 
that over-challenging students at the middle school level could contribute 
to poor self-concept (NASSP, 1989). On an equity basis alone, Tomlinson 
(1992) questioned the implications of accepting findings that only 20% of 
14-year-olds use even early formal operations. In her view, this finding 
still creates a need to explore viable options for these 20 percenters, many 
of whom might be identified as gifted students. In their study of talented 
teenagers, Csikszentmihalyi, Rathunde, & Whalen (1993) found that stu- 
dents seem to benefit more from a differentiated (more complex and even 
competitive) learning environment than an integrated (supportive and com- 
fortable) environment. Beane and Lipka’s (1986) finding that only 25% of 
an individual’s academic school achievement is linked to IQ while 50% is 
related to self-concept has posed another anathema for researchers in gifted 
education who believe that for gifted students, academic success plays an 
important role in maintaining self-esteem. Furthermore this aspect of self- 
concept is supported by students’ intellectual peers who act as “mental cata- 
lysts and who provide realistic perspective of their abilities” (Sicola, 1990). 
Many advocates for gifted education agree with Bloom (1985) who found 
in his study that “...exceptional levels of talent development require certain 
types of environmental support, special experiences, excellent teaching, 
and appropriate motivational encouragement at each stage of development” 
(p. 543). 

To allow any student to underachieve continually is to impact nega- 
tively self-concept which then, in turn, will impact future performance. 
Ironically, it was the middle school movement that reminded educators 
that lockstep-graded practices “force[s] many students to compromise the 
integrity of their individual readiness” (NASSP, p. 7). In 1988, Chapman 
and McAlpine conducted a study to examine the academic self-concepts of 
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mainstreamed intellectually gifted and average students over a two-year 
period. They measured perceptions of ability in the areas of math, reading/ 
spelling, general ability, penmanship/neatness, and confidence/satisfaction 
at the beginning and the end of the sixth grade year and then again at the 
end of the seventh year. These researchers found that, with the exception of 
penmanship, the students identified as gifted had overall higher percep- 
tions of general ability as well as specific academic areas. However, the 
gifted students showed lower perceptions of school satisfaction than the 
average students. Chapman and McAlpine felt that lack of challenge in a 
mainstreamed environment may cause boredom which could explain the 
lower scores. 

In a qualitative study conducted in a sixth grade gifted class, 
Clinkenbeard (1991) found that students who were identified gifted felt 
that their general classroom teachers and peers held sometimes unrealistic 
expectations of them. Teachers expected them to achieve and behave at a 
gifted level consistently, sometimes failing to acknowledge that the stu- 
dents’ achievements were linked to effort as well as ability. Students who 
participated in the study also felt that they were graded harder than were 
other students and their age peers were sometimes jealous and insulting. 
Gifted adolescents appear to develop a variety of coping strategies to deal 
with these types of pressures, including the use of one’s abilities to help 
others in classes, making friends with other bright students, selecting pro- 
grams and classes designed for gifted/talented students, and achieving in 
areas outside of academics/school. In their study of gifted adolescents’ ad- 
justment, Buescher and Higham (1989) found gender differences indicat- 
ing girls to be more at risk for avoiding or walking away from their talents 
during early adolescence whereas boys more often select friends that pro- 
vide support for their talent areas. 

□ Equity and excellence 

The greatest philosophical difference that separates advocates of gifted 
and those of middle school concept does not lend itself to traditional re- 
search methodology. As Plowman (1988) stated, “Education of the gifted 
and talented is consistent with the philosophical principles and basic tenets 
of our educational and political systems which include: concern for indi- 
viduals, individualized instruction, equal opportunity, and equal access” 
(p. 60). Yet, services that address the needs of high ability learners are 
sometimes suspect and equated with social discrimination (Johnston & 
Markle, 1986; McKay, 1995). Although the focus of Goals 2000 and many 
other national reform agendas is on academic excellence (Sicola, 1990), 
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particularly on an international level, there appears to be a swing of the 
pendulum from excellence to equity resulting from economic and societal 
pressures (Gallagher, 1991; Tannenbaum, 1983). Within the field of gifted 
education, some of this criticism is well placed when considering the his- 
torically under-represented presence of students from culturally diverse 
backgrounds, low socioeconomic environments, and limited English pro- 
ficiency. Fortunately, the 1990s have seen growth in a researchable knowl- 
edge base regarding the diversity rather than the homogeneity within the 
gifted population (Betts & Neihart, 1988; Ford, 1993; Maker, 1996; Nielsen, 
Higgins, Hammond, & Williams, 1993). Salkind (1988) addressed two other 
types of equity which should be considered when examining issues of ser- 
vices for gifted and talented students. Horizontal equity involves the equal 
treatment of individuals who have similar needs while vertical equity ex- 
ists when children who have different needs are treated differently; other- 
wise referred to as the “unequal treatment of unequals.” These views have 
particularly been present at the heart of the most heated discussions be- 
tween middle school proponents and advocates for gifted students when 
the issue of ability grouping is discussed. 



In the middle school literature, the findings of George (1988a; 1988b) are 
among the most frequently cited research studies related to ability group- 
ing. In the field of gifted education, Kulik and Kulik (1987, 1991) are con- 
sidered the preeminent researchers examining the effects of ability group- 
ing on gifted students. Kulik and Kulik’s second meta-analysis (1987) coded 
82 studies of between-class and 19 within-class programs and described 
the outcomes on a common scale. For inclusion, in their analysis, the stud- 
ies had to be quantitative, involve both a control group and an experimen- 
tal group with a similar aptitude, and be conducted in a classroom rather 
than a lab setting. In 49 studies of comprehensive between-class grouping, 
the effect sizes were .12 for high, .04 for middle, and .00 for low groups 
with the difference between the high and low groups statistically signifi- 
cant at p < .05. In 25 studies dealing with special classrooms only for tal- 
ented students, a variation of effect size from -.27 to 1.25 led the Kuliks to 
believe that factors other than grouping played a role in the outcome. Two 
features showing significant relationships in an analysis of total class group- 
ing within the classroom were instructor effects and flexibility/permanence 
of assignment. The authors did not explain why these features were able to 
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be discerned, but they did conclude that because of the small number of 
studies analyzed, the findings were tentative. The Kuliks concluded that 
the strongest and clearest effects of grouping were in programs designed 
especially for talented students. They also concluded that programs de- 
signed for all students in a grade, rather than only for talented students, had 
significantly lower effects. The Kuliks noted that their results are, in some 
regards, similar to those of Slavin, particularly their findings that compre- 
hensive grouping between classes has little or no effect, either positive or 
negative; and they reasserted that grouping can be a powerful tool in the 
education of gifted and talented students. They are cautious, however, about 
accepting Slavin’s generalizations that grouping is most effective when 
done for only one or two subjects, when it substantially reduces student 
heterogeneity, and when group assignments are frequently reassessed. Still 
another review of both Slavin’s and Kulik and Kulik’s studies pointed out 
significant problems in both designs (Allan, 1990). The weighting of stud- 
ies means that any study that met the adequacy criteria received equal 
weighting in the meta-analysis, and in the best evidence synthesis, selec- 
tivity is a problem. The commonly used argument against the use of stan- 
dardized test scores with high ability and gifted students is also a flaw in 
both analyses, in that they may be too insensitive to pick up the effects of 
grouping. Allan also criticized Slavin for including studies in which no 
attempt was made to differentiate the content used in the regrouped classes. 
As the debates have ensued, Slavin has led a discussion on the practice of 
“regrouping” for select subjects as an alternative to ability grouping. To be 
instructionally effective, Slavin believes that regrouping plans must meet 
two conditions: 1) instructional level and pace must be completely adapted 
to student performance level, and 2) regrouping should only be done for 
one or two subjects so that students remain in a heterogeneous setting most 
of the day. The National Association for Gifted Children believes that this 
type of flexible use of grouping will help match students’ advanced abili- 
ties and knowledge while still maintaining the important social goals of the 
middle school movement (NAGC, 1994). 



Over the years a wide variety of programs have been developed to meet the 
unique needs of gifted adolescents including: special classes, early admis- 
sion or acceleration options, non-accelerative enrichment classes, special 
schools, mentorships, resource rooms, continuous progress, dual enroll- 
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ment, and within-class individualization. As financial resources continue 
to shrink, the inclusion movement gains support, and the public debate 
regarding segregation continues, the field of gifted education has started to 
rally around options that move beyond the traditional pull-out and self- 
contained programs. As an alternative to formal grouping, Renzulli (1994) 
researched the use of Talent Pools which are composed of the top 15-20 
percent of the general population using either general ability or one or more 
specific areas of ability. Students in these talent pools are then offered op- 
portunities to learn subjects at a faster pace using “curriculum compact- 
ing”; thus, freeing up time for enrichment within the general education 
class. In addition, thousands of students now participate each year in Tal- 
ent Searches during which seventh and eighth grade students take the SAT. 
The results of these talent searches can help districts identify able students 
who may be in need of more academic challenge. Many of these students 
may also qualify for accelerated summer programming offered at a number 
of universities around the country. The approach used by the Talent Searches 
is based on the research of Julian Stanley at Johns Hopkins who found that 
highly gifted students can progress through mathematics content in much 
less time than in traditional curriculums (Benbow & Stanley, 1983). As a 
result of Talent Searches, a number of middle schools have allowed stu- 
dents to take Algebra as early as 7th grade, thus allowing some students to 
be able to take math electives such as: Differential Equations, Real Analy- 
sis, Linear Algebra, or Theory of Numbers in their senior year of high school. 
Similar accelerative strands exist for science, foreign language, literature, 
writing, and oral discourse. 

Although self-contained classes and pull-out programs have contin- 
ued to be the most popular vehicles for serving gifted students, more and 
more districts are exploring alternative means of serving gifted students. 
Regardless of the delivery model employed, certain assumptions 
undergirding the philosophy of gifted services must be supported. 

• All children progress through challenging material at their own pace. 
Gifted students often reach mastery in significantly less time than 
other learners. 

• Achieving success for all students is not equated with achieving the 
same results for all students. 

• Most students gain self-esteem and self-confidence from mastering 
work that initially seems slightly beyond their grasp. 

9 Program procedures should allow students to enter, exit, and reenter 
the gifted program as their profile of interests and abilities changes 
during their middle level school years. 
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° In addition to sometimes serving as peer role models, high ability 
students also need to spend time learning new material and stretching 
to their full potential. 

° Flexible grouping of gifted learners should be offered for at least some 
specific areas based on students’ abilities and talents in these areas. 

° High ability students at the middle school level need access to a vari- 
ety of challenging resources. 

° Professionals working with gifted students require ongoing special- 
ized training to support their ability to work with this population of 
students. 

° Gifted students also benefit from associating with students of differ- 
ing abilities and backgrounds. 

° Gifted curriculum systems for gifted students should be aligned with 
the district’s curriculum, instruction, and assessment. 

° Gifted program delivery models should address practices such as flex- 
ible grouping, personnel, attention to social, emotional, and career 
needs, enhancement of study skills, and regular access to technology. 

° Program strategies used with gifted students should address academic, 
social, and personal needs. 

In 1995 Coleman and Gallagher conducted a study to identify schools 
where the middle school movement was blended with quality program ser- 
vices for students who are gifted. They found successful sites used some 
form of instructional grouping to offer challenges to students needing them 
as well as some form of enrichment. A variety of differentiation approaches 
were also utilized, including mentoring, flexible pacing, independent stud- 
ies, interdisciplinary units, and thinking skills. In addition, each site also 
had at least one person on staff who was knowledgeable about the needs of 
gifted students. When schools move to embrace the practice of heterogene- 
ity, they must be careful to avoid a one-size-fits-all instruction. Support 
must be provided to help teachers move along what Tomlinson (1995) found 
to be a continuum towards modifying instruction based on student need. 
Initially, teachers’ objections to differentiation may be based on satisfac- 
tion with the status quo or a belief that “We already do that.” Other barriers 
identified could be clustered under issues related to the administration, 
changing expectations, and professional support. Tomlinson also found that 
teachers’ application of differentiation was often more reactive than proac- 
tive in that planning was still based on a single lesson format with minor 
modifications being made based upon need. However, there appears to be a 
profile of “early subscribers.” They tend to be inquirers about students and 
believers that disequilibrium can be a catalyst for growth. The call for more 
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collaboration between gifted and the middle school movement will be en- 
hanced if schools first explore the common ground existing between the 
two fields (Coleman & Gallagher, 1992), namely, that both are committed 
to meeting the unique developmental needs of students during early ado- 
lescence. As programs for the middle school gifted student continue to 
evolve, the following touchstones can be used to guide program decisions 
while assuring that differentiation is still provided: 

1 . Do the program services support excellence over mediocrity? 

2. Will the program offerings help students see in themselves a strength, 
passion, or capability that can become a highly developed talent? 

3. Do the program offerings support students’ varying learning needs, 
e.g. pace, and style? 

4. Do the program offerings eliminate an artificial ceiling for learning? 

5 . Do the program offerings promote depth of understanding rather than 
just access to quantity? 

6. Do the program offerings promote the gifted student’s capacities for 
creative and critical thinking skills? 

7. Do the program offerings provide a balance of curricular and co-cur- 
ricular offerings including appropriate exploratory activities? 

8. Do the program offerings offer opportunities to develop an under- 
standing for relationships within and between disciplines? 



□ Conclusion □ 

Joel Barker (1989) is fond of describing examples of corporations and in- 
dustries that have suffered from paradigm paralysis. When rigid images 
and paradigms are retained, the opportunity to help define change is often 
ignored and potential agents remain as passive receptors. In the past, gifted 
programs have often served as lab settings for innovations in education 
that later have become part of the internalized system (e.g., thinking skills, 
mentorships, cooperative learning, independent study). Given the current 
situation, the challenge that presents itself now is for the fields of gifted 
education and middle school education to build upon their common phi- 
losophies and use their collective energies to create and refine innovative 
approaches that truly maximize the opportunity for the development of 
human potential, gifted or otherwise. CS 
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Inclusion 



I nclusion has gained the attention of both the public schools and the 
media throughout this decade. Time and Newsweek as well as most 
major educational journals have featured articles on inclusion. School 
districts across the country have been challenged by supporters and legis- 
lation to find the most inclusive placement for students with special needs. 
In the wake of the attention, researchers have been left to consider the 
impact of this movement. 

Sorting through results of research to determine inclusion’s effective- 
ness is easier said than done. Inclusive programs vary greatly in definition, 
support provided, setting, and populations served. Currently most inclu- 
sive practices are idiosyncratic from school district to school district, and 
results of research appear to be based on the strength of the individual 
district’s inclusive strategies. Specifically, contextual variables, particularly 
the amount and nature of the support provided to the classroom teacher, are 
almost always considered critical to the ability of the classroom teacher to 
maintain adequate attention to the needs of all children (Salisbury, 
Palombaro, & Hollowood, 1993). Since these variables are not easily con- 
trolled for research, it is difficult to deduce the true value of inclusion as an 
educational practice; quantitative research studies of the effects of inclu- 
sion are currently scarce in the literature (Baker, Wang, & Walberg, 1995; 
Lockledge & Wright, 1991; Straub & Peck, 1994). 

Over the past several decades, mainstreaming (no direct special edu- 
cator support) has been the primary way of including students with special 
needs, but teacher opposition has presented a strong barrier to the practice. 
In many cases, mainstreaming has called for students with varying dis- 
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abilities to be placed in regular education classes with teachers who have 
not been trained to deal with the specialized needs of these students. The 
result has been that many teachers, even those who agree in principle with 
the practice of including special students, have found the practice to be 
disruptive (Hersh, 1990; O’Reilly & Duquette, 1988), and mainstreaming 
has been found to affect teacher job satisfaction negatively (Lobosco & 
Newman, 1992). In some cases, the curricular needs for handicapped stu- 
dents have been found to exceed the reasonable demands placed on the 
regular education teacher, and researchers have concluded that including 
these students presents too great a challenge for those not specifically trained 
for the task (Harris & Evans, 1994; Jenkins & Pious, 1991; Leyser & 
Abrams, 1986; Zigmond, Levin, & Laurie, 1985). 

The current inclusion movement challenges schools to look beyond 
mainstreaming to find inclusive strategies. Specifically, it calls for a more 
complete merger of regular and special education. The movement has been 
gaining support since 1986 when Madeleine Will of the U.S. Department 
of Education called for the collaboration of special and regular education 
to contribute their collective skills and resources to carry out educational 
plans that benefit all students (Shumaker & Deshler, 1988; Will, 1986; 
Zigmond & Baker, 1994). In this chapter, the impact of inclusion on spe- 
cial education students, general education students, teachers, and schools 
is presented. 

□ Impact era students with special needs 

Benefits to students with disabilities have been examined both in terms 
of social and academic results. In keeping with the controversial nature of 
the topic itself, research findings have varied. Some have argued that one 
of the rationales for inclusion - to eliminate the stigma of students who 
have to report to a “special ed” classroom - has actually backfired. Madge, 
Affleck, and Lowenbraun (1990) used peer ratings to assess the social sta- 
tus of students with and without learning disabilities in an integrated class- 
room model. They reported that the special education students had a sig- 
nificantly lower social status compared to their peers with no disabilities 
(but these authors did, however, conclude that the integrated classrooms 
provided better opportunities for special education students to blend in so- 
cially with their peers). 

Clever, Bear, and Juvonen (1992) compared the self-perceptions of 
children with LD with those of their low-achieving or normally achieving 
peers in an integrated classroom. Their findings showed the lowest self- 
perceptions of scholastic achievement in the students with LD. 
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But these findings, as with so many of those in the area of inclusion, 
are countered with studies that show otherwise. Jenkins and Heinen (1989) 
surveyed elementary students’ preferences about where and from whom 
they received instruction for learning difficulties. The authors concluded 
that regardless of the students’ type (general, remedial, or special educa- 
tion), they preferred not to draw attention to their learning problems and 
would rather receive help from their classroom teacher than from a special- 
ist. 

In a meta-analyses of the effects of inclusion on students with special 
needs, Baker and Zigmond (1995) found a small to moderate positive ef- 
fect of inclusive education on the academic and social outcomes of pupils. 
Academic benefits were measured through standard achievement tasks, and 
self, peer, teacher and observer ratings were used to evaluate social effects. 

Staub and Peck (1995) examined studies using control groups to com- 
pare progress of children who are not disabled in classrooms said to be 
inclusive with those in classrooms that do not include children with dis- 
abilities. No significant differences in academic progress were found be- 
tween the two groups of students. In addition, the presence of children with 
disabilities had no effect on either the time allocated to instruction or the 
levels of interruption. 

Affleck, Madge, Adams, and Lowenbraun (1988) found no differ- 
ence in the academic performance of students with learning disabilities 
and their “regular education” peers in integrated classrooms compared to 
more traditional settings. Reading, mathematics, and language achievement 
data of elementary students with learning disabilities served in a pull-out 
resource program was compared to an “integrated” program, and no sig- 
nificant differences among students with SLD served in the two settings 
were found. The researchers concluded that the integrated model is at least 
as effective as the resource model, thus supporting the concept of provid- 
ing services in the least restrictive environment. 

In an investigation of the collaborative teaching model, Walsh and 
Snyder (1994) compared ninth grade co-taught classes (that included spe- 
cial education students) to ninth grade regular classes in absences, disci- 
pline referrals, grades, and functional test results. Results indicated that 
high school classes with two teachers, a general educator and a special 
educator working collaboratively, can produce significantly better results 
than regular education classes alone in achieving academic requirements 
for graduation. A significantly greater percent of ninth grade students from 
co-taught classes passed statewide competency tests in three different ar- 
eas. In the area of attendance and discipline referrals, however, there were 
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no significant differences in classes that included a co-teacher. 

In spite of the success reported by some studies, others have found 
that students with learning disabilities (the largest group of students re- 
ceiving special services) do not fare well academically in the general edu- 
cation classroom where undifferentiated, large-group instruction is the norm 
(Schumm, Vaughn, Haager, McDowell, Rothlein, & Samuell, 1995). This 
lack of consensus in regard to benefits to students with special needs mir- 
rors the findings of research on mainstreaming. Evidence exists both to 
support and refute inclusion’s effectiveness with special needs students, 
and to date the research findings are inconclusive. 

□ Impact on general education students 

Examining the practice of inclusion calls for researchers to consider 
the effect on the general student population. Although they are still scarce 
in the literature, studies have consistently found no deceleration of aca- 
demic progress for nondisabled children enrolled in inclusive classrooms. 
Surveys conducted with parents and teachers who have been directly in- 
volved in inclusive settings generally show that both parties have positive 
views about inclusive programs and do not report any harm to the devel- 
opmental progress of nondisabled children (Bailey & Winton 1989, 
Giangreco, Dennis, Coloninger, Edelman, & Schattman, 1993, Green & 
Stoneman, 1989; Peck, Carlson, & Helmstetter, 1992). 

Staub and Peck (1995) specifically addressed the question, “Will non- 
disabled children lose teacher time and attention?” in a recent report, and 
found only one study, Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainforth, and Palombaro 
(1994), that investigated the topic. In the Hollowood study, allocated and 
actual instructional time were compared for six randomly selected non- 
disabled students in classrooms that included at least one student with se- 
vere disabilities. These students were compared to a group of non-disabled 
students in non-inclusive classrooms. Data were collected on the rate of 
interruptions to planned instruction. Findings indicated that the presence 
of students with severe disabilities had no effect on levels of allocated or 
engaged time. Further, time lost to interruptions of instruction was not sig- 
nificantly different in inclusive and noninclusive classrooms. In a related 
study, Helmstetter, Peck, and Giangreco (1994) surveyed a sample of 166 
high school students who had been involved in inclusive classrooms in 
rural, suburban, and urban areas of Washington State. Seven categories of 
perceived positive outcomes of integration experiences resulted, such as 
increased responsiveness to needs of others, increased appreciation of hu- 
man diversity, and development of personal values. The authors reported 

112 



Inclusion 



o 

ERLC 



that positive outcomes were associated with more contact, receiving credit 
for the experience, and more substantive interaction. These students did 
not believe that their participation in inclusive classrooms had caused them 
to miss out on other valuable educational experiences. 

Specifically examining inclusion in middle level schools, Hines (1995) 
used both qualitative and quantitative measures to study instructional time 
across inclusive and non-inclusive settings. Middle level teachers whose 
schedule included “regular,” mainstreamed, and co-taught (inclusive) con- 
figurations were selected for the study. No statistical difference was found 
in the amount of time teachers engaged in instructional interactions across 
the three settings; but significantly more time was spent in managerial in- 
teractions in mainstream classrooms than in regular or co-taught settings. 

Another research effort conducted follow-along case studies of non- 
disabled students in inclusive elementary and middle school classrooms 
(Staub & Peck, 1995). Interviews with parents and teachers as well as di- 
rect observational data collected over two successive school years indi- 
cated that non-disabled students do not acquire undesirable or maladjus- 
tive behavior from peers with disabilities. 

While these studies provide the beginning of a research base on in- 
clusion, most reports on the effectiveness of idiosyncratic programs re- 
ported with little empirical backing. Johnston, Proctor, and Corey (1995) 
reported positive results of a Team Approach to Mastery (TAM) model as 
an alternative to a pull-out system in Delaware. The approach includes 
seven basic elements for including students (at an average of two non- 
disabled students per child with a disability in the classroom): team (col- 
laborative) teaching, learning centers, ego groups, direct instruction, posi- 
tive approach, point cards, and teacher cadres. The authors reported that 
non-disabled third grade students in TAM achieved significantly higher 
scores than their non-disabled peers in general education classes based on 
the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. 

The study of inclusion’s impact on general education students will 
likely continue to be a priority as educators seek to assure equity in class- 
rooms for all students, including the non-disabled. The literature base in 
this area continues to expand, and most reports have found that including 
special needs students does not produce negative effects for the regular 
education population in inclusive settings. As with all reports of inclusion’s 
effectiveness, however, it appears that adequate support for the regular edu- 
cator is a primary factor. Co-teaching, in particular, appears to offer direct 
support for the regular educator that in some cases has resulted in positive 
outcomes for both regular and special education students. 
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□ Inclusion and the teacher 

In spite of favorable reports, teachers still appear to favor a pull-out 
model for delivering special education services. In the Hines (1995) study, 
for example, teacher perceptions did not necessarily coincide with the em- 
pirical evidence gathered. Even though no significant statistical differences 
were found, half of the teachers studied felt they had the most time for 
instruction in the regular class. Survey results indicated that teachers felt 
their regular classes were, overall, more successful than either of the two 
classes (mainstream or co-taught) that included special students. In classes 
that did include special students, however, teachers in the study overwhelm- 
ingly preferred the co-teach model over mainstreaming (92%). Most teachers 
indicated that the co-teach model is beneficial to them (88%). Teachers 
also indicated that the co-teach model is beneficial to regular education 
students (84%) and to the special education students (92%). One respon- 
dent noted that success depends on the student. Mainstreaming emerged as 
the least preferred of the two methods for including special students, with 
58% of the teachers in the study indicating that it is not beneficial to them. 
One teacher wrote in the survey margin: “Behavior suffers when you can’t 
give them the individual instruction needed” (Hines, 1995). 

This discrepancy between research findings and teacher perceptions 
are echoed in the literature. Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, and Lesar (1991) 
found in a survey of regular and special educators that they preferred their 
existing pull-out model even though they generally believed that students 
with mild disabilities have a basic right to an education in the general class- 
room. 

In addition, Heffeman (1993) suggested that regular educators do not 
trust that the support offered initially for including special students will 
continue. He pointed to a “widespread belief that, despite what the system 
says it will provide in the way of support, ultimately, teachers will face the 
new challenges alone” (p. 100). Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar’s 
(1991) study reiterated this concern: “Our sample of teachers apparently 
also believed that currently mandated resources for the instruction of stu- 
dents with mild disabilities need to be protected” (p.19) and agreed that a 
redistribution of special education resources to regular classrooms would 
help decrease their instructional load. 

And what of the role of the special educator? In many cases, it ap- 
pears that, as Gerber (1995) described, “collaborate was a unidirectional 
mandate for special education teachers and had come to mean assist” (p. 181). 
The nature of assistance in these schools more often than not has drifted to 
the lowest common denominators: 
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• physical presence in the classroom, and 

• contingent response to children’s immediate needs or teachers’ direc- 
tions. — Gerber, 1995 

Gerber (1995) further concluded that “there is little evidence that sub- 
stantial professional autonomy was accorded special education teachers 
and every evidence that their role was defined and accepted as subordinate. 
Power to make decisions regarding curriculum or methods was not equally 
shared. Special education teachers made recommendations and suggestions; 
classroom teachers made decisions. For special education teachers, teach- 
ing occurred in another teacher’s workspace (classroom), not their own, 
with another teacher’s students, not their own” (p. 181). 

The changing roles of teachers in inclusive classrooms may account 
in part for the discrepancy between teacher attitudes and research results. 
While inclusion may seem like a sound idea in theory and may even pro- 
duce positive outcomes, teachers are, traditionally, resistant to change. In- 
clusion calls for teachers to not only open their classroom doors to a wide 
variety of students, but also in many cases to share their workspace with 
another adult. Perhaps for these reasons, middle school teachers may be 
well suited for an inclusive environment. Unlike elementary and high school 
teachers, these teachers have worked in team situations and may feel more 
comfortable negotiating time, space, and responsibilities. Currently research 
studies with a focus on middle schools are scarce, but may be critical to 
examining inclusion’s effectiveness. 

□ The inclusive school 

In a 1995 study by Baker and Zigmond, comparative descriptions of 
schools practicing inclusion and descriptions of the specific children or 
teachers experiencing it were presented. In these case studies, the authors 
provided a view of schools nominated as exemplary whose administrators 
and teachers think of themselves as engaged in inclusive practices. In each 
school studied, some form of collaboration occurred. The main element of 
this collaboration typically found special education teachers traveling to 
teach in general classrooms, sometimes for long periods, following co- 
planning, and sometimes for short periods without any significant plan- 
ning. Gerber (1995) pointed out that “scheduling and allocation of instruc- 
tional effort was determined primarily as a service to other teachers, and 
only indirectly, if at all, as a response to the defined needs of students them- 
selves. In these schools, it was seen as both appropriate and efficacious for 
special education teachers to act as subordinates, often as passive instru- 
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ments of their general class colleagues’ plans, responsive to their policies, 
their schedules, lessons, and physical space” (p.183). 

White, Swift, and Harmon (1992) reported more favorable opinions 
of the inclusive practices of the Cobb County, Georgia, school district. A 
collaborative pilot model was evaluated, and student progress was mea- 
sured by report cards, IEPs, student attitude surveys, parent surveys, and 
observations. Eighty-six percent of the parents felt that their children made 
more academic progress in the co-teach model, and 62 percent stated that 
their child had improved behaviorally. Forty-two percent of the students 
claimed that they preferred the co-teach model, while 28 percent preferred 
the traditional pull-out resource model (White, Swift, & Harmon, 1992). 

The system in Indian Prairie School district (outside Chicago) made a 
move in 1991 to educate all students, including those with special needs, in 
a unified setting. By the Fall of 1993, the district did not have any special 
education classes in any of its eleven elementary or three middle level 
schools, and all students with learning disabilities at the high school level 
were being served in regular classes. While no empirical data has been 
collected in the district, the Director of Student Services reports that the 
system has been beneficial to both regular and special needs students (Byrne, 
1995). 

The idiosyncratic nature of inclusive practices among schools and 
school districts makes results difficult to interpret. In many cases, reports 
are from those involved in the inclusive practices themselves, and there- 
fore bias is difficult to eliminate. Results have generally taken the form of 
case studies and self-reports, which provide a valuable glimpse at inclusive 
practices but little empirical information. 

□ Conclusions 

Finding data on inclusion remains elusive, since the methods used for 
including special needs students vary from setting to setting, and the nature 
of disabilities included spans the spectrum. The initial evidence that has 
emerged does appear, however, to support the claim that including special 
needs students poses no worse outcomes for either the special students 
themselves or their general education peers. Because of the difficulty in 
controlling for variables and finding adequate sample sizes and control 
groups, studies are often reported as case studies or loosely designed quasi- 
experimental studies. 
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Teacher perceptions appear to persistently favor the pull-out place- 
ment, even when research supports other practices. Favorable opinions are 
reported more in qualitative studies than in large-scale teacher surveys. It 
appears, also, that effective inclusive practices for students with disabili- 
ties occur more often when teachers are given adequate preparation and 
support as they strive to met the goals of inclusion, ® 
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A Multifaceted Approach to Teaching 
Limited English Proficient Students 



he ways in which the needs of linguistic minority students are ad- 



dressed within middle level schools have become an important con- 



cern in American schools. A dramatic demographic shift in the 
school-age population during the past decade has caused an increase in 
limited English-proficient (LEP) students entering schools (U.S. Depart- 
ment of Education, 1994). To meet this challenge, program restructuring 
and staff development are being used to promote linguistic and cultural 
awareness (Burkart & Sheppard, 1995; LULAC v. Florida Department of 
Education 1989; Florida Department of Education, 1992). Educators must 
incorporate effective LEP program strategies within middle school pro- 
grams. LEP student programming must address language and content learn- 
ing needs simultaneously and within the social context of the classroom 
(Wilkins, 1976). “For limited English proficient (LEP) students success in 
school hinges upon gaining access to effective second language learning 
opportunities, and to a full educational program” (Council of Chief State 
School Officers, 1992, p. 4), and upon “continu(ing) to learn and expand 
their knowledge of new content, [thus not ]. . . fall(ing) behind peers whose 
native language is English” (p. 6). These goals are particularly important 
during the middle grades where, facing five or six teachers rather than one, 
the needs of LEP students might easily be overlooked. 

Although middle level educators may provide a positive climate for 
LEP students, it is often the case that specific needs go unaddressed. Hence, 
in this chapter we first present a discussion of the linguistic, cognitive, and 
social issues pertaining to learning languages. By understanding how a 
person learns a first language and understanding first language develop- 
ment one may become aware of how a second language is developed. We 
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then discuss the theories and stages of second language development. When 
educators understand the stages of development, they can develop appro- 
priate lessons and activities for LEP students. A review of how the native 
language and age of the student effects the learning of a second language 
follows. Next, the social, affective, and societal factors in second language 
acquisition (SLA) will be discussed. Finally, we will conclude the first 
section with differences between basic conversation and academic discourse 
and the rate it takes to learn both types of conversation. 

The information about the variables involved in learning a second 
language is useful especially for specific teaching practices. However, at 
the site level, educators must design comprehensive programs for LEP 
students. Therefore in the second major section, we discuss various pro- 
grammatic ways of addressing the needs of linguistic minority students in 
the middle school: bilingual, English as a Second Language (ESL) pull-out 
with content-based instruction, and inclusion. The three models presented 
are not exhaustive, but rather common program designs that are in place in 
many middle schools across the country. 



□ Linguistic, Cognitive, and Social Issues □ 

□ First language acquisition (FLA) 

The learning of a language by children is usually conceived as a pro- 
cess defined by stages of development (Brown, 1973). Most researchers 
now accept the notion that the process is a natural one, aided by an innate 
predispostion for language (Chomsky, 1965; Lenneberg, 1967), largely 
unaffected by specific input (Pine, 1994), and experienced by children across 
all cultures and in many different ways (Lieven, 1994). A child's first lan- 
guage, most agree, is not taught to children as Skinner (1957) claimed, but 
is instead acquired in a mostly unconscious manner (Brown, 1973; Chomsky, 
1965; Gallaway & Richards; 1994; Hakuta, 1974). The stages have been 
well documented and described for first language acquisition (i. e. Bellugi, 
1967; Clark & Clark, 1977; Major, 1974; Slobin, 1985), and are verified 
for second language learning as well. Despite differences in age, children 
and adults seem to pass through similar overall stages in their learning of a 
second language (Dulay & Burt, 1974). 

□ Theories and stages of second language development 

Building on the idea that language learning is an innate, natural pro- 
cess, Krashen (1985) claims that comprehensible input (which means pro- 
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viding information that is understandable) and a positive affective envi- 
ronment (which is a warm, friendly atmosphere) are the necessary and 
sufficient conditions for second language acquisition. Despite the absence 
of substantive research support for this claim, Krashen has nonetheless 
been quite successful in promoting his ideas both in the United States and 
abroad. Few would argue that comprehensible input and a positive affec- 
tive environment are necessary components for learning a second language; 
however, Long (1990) reported that in addition, learners need an opportu- 
nity to interact with others, negotiating meaning through conversation. Re- 
searchers arguing from a sociocultural perspective (Donato, 1994; Lantolf 
& Appel, 1994; Moll, 1990; Wertsch, 1979) also found evidence in sup- 
port of environments where communication and interaction take place, 
though they also promote explicit assistance by the teacher. In a case study, 
Platt and Troudi (1997) found that although the teacher of the LEP student 
provided opportunities for interaction and communication, she failed to 
monitor the student’s academic progress. The student appeared to be learn- 
ing English and succeeding with classroom activities, but failed to be ac- 
quiring academic discourse and knowledge. 

Just as FLA (first language acquisition) follows the unfolding of 
stages, SLA is also seen largely as a developmental process. The stages of 
second language learning by children from pre- to mid-puberty are briefly 
outlined in Table 1. Below each of the descriptions are indicators of the 
kind of tasks students at each of the four stages might be expected to per- 
form. Given an adequate assessment of an incoming LEP student’s lan- 
guage proficiency level, a content teacher is better informed regarding the 
optimal teaching activities for that student. This particular typology of stages 
(Florida Department of Education, 1992) presupposes that literacy is de- 
veloping as language develops, an assumption that is problematic given 
the wide range of individual variation with respect to a student’s prior lit- 
eracy experiences. Nonetheless, it can be a helpful rule of thumb. 

Krashen (1985), among others, presents a case for a silent period or 
delay of the onset of speech, similar to a period young children experience 
when they appear to be processing, but not producing, language (but see 
Gathercole, 1988, for evidence a silent period is not universal even in FLA). 
Young adolescents may need to listen to a great deal of language and make 
at least some sense of it before they are ready to attempt speech (Hakuta, 
1974). For some, the learner’s silent period lasts a very short time, while 
for others it can last for months. Non English-proficient beginners who 
listen but rarely speak in the new language may make just as much or more 
progress in second language development as their more talkative class- 
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mates by the end of the first year of exposure to English (Dulay, Burt, & 
Krashen, 1982; Saville-Troike, 1984; Wong Fillmore & Valadez, 1986). 
Heightened self-consciousness most teenagers experience with their peers, 
cultural socialization norms, or previous school background may also cause 
teens to remain silent in classrooms. Whatever the origins of silence, the 
teacher might devote more time and attention to listening activities at the 
beginning stages, not forcing LEP students to speak until they are ready to 
do so. Above all, teachers should not assume that a quiet LEP student 
understands the classroom talk and is learning from it, simply because s/he 
refrains from asking for help. 



Stage 1: Preproduction (minimal comprehension, no verbal produc- 
tion) 

Listen, point, move, mime, draw, select, choose, act out, circle 

Stage 2: Early production (limited comprehension, one/two word re- 
sponses) 

Name, label, group, respond, discriminate, list, categorize, tell, 
say, answer, count 

Stage 3: Speech emergence (increased comprehension, simple sen- 
tences, basic errors in speech, reading largely limited to what 
has been learned by ear, writing limited to brief responses, 
little control) 

Recall, retell, define, explain, compare, summarize, describe, 
role-play, restate , contrast 

Stage 4: Intermediate fluency (very good comprehension, more com- 
plex sentences, fewer errors in speech, increased reading com- 
prehension, developing cultural knowledge, errors in written 
language) 

Analyze, create, defend, debate, predict , evaluate, justify, sup- 
port, examine, hypothesize 



Table I 



Stages of second language acquisition 
by early teens 
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□ The effects native language and age have on second language 
learning 

Despite general similarities, second language learning during the 
middle grades involves two important factors that make the task of SLA 
different than FLA: the effects of the native language and the age of the 
student. After early childhood the effects of the first language are prevalent 
and important to consider (Ellis, 1985; Selinker, 1992; White, 1989), espe- 
cially at the early stages, and they also augment normal developmental 
processes (Zobl, 1980). Students may consistently use incorrect grammati- 
cal patterns while learning a second language. The inaccuracy may stem 
directly from the first or native language. It is important to determine the 
“root” of the incorrect patterns as they will have an influence on the student's 
abilities to speak, understand, read, and write in a second language, as well 
as to learn to function in the social and academic milieu of the American 
classroom. 

Cognitive and academic development in the first language has an ex- 
tremely important and positive effect on second language schooling (Collier, 
1989, 1992; Cummins, 1991). Many academic skills, literacy development, 
concept formation, subject knowledge, and learning strategies developed 
in the first language transfer to second language learning in school. As LEP 
students expand their vocabulary and communicative skills in English, they 
can demonstrate the knowledge base that has already been developed in 
their first language (Collier, 1989, 1992; Cummins, 1991; Diaz & Klinger, 
1991; Freeman & Freeman, 1994; McLaughlin, 1990; Tinajero & Ada, 1993; 
Wong Fillmore & Valadez, 1986). It should be mentioned however, that 
there are students entering middle school lacking first language literacy. 
Such students are at a strong disadvantage and, when possible, educators 
should make every attempt to teach literacy skills in the native language, 
while simultaneously teaching skills in the second language. 

With respect to the age of the student learning a second language, 
ample evidence exists for the superiority of the preadolescent learner to 
acquire a second language to native-like proficiency (Krashen, Long, & 
Scarcella, 1982; Long, 1990; Scovel, 1981; Walsh & Diller, 1981). How- 
ever, with the onset of puberty one’s ability to sound like a native speaker 
and to use the morphology and syntax of the target language gradually 
diminishes through the teen years, leveling off after that (Johnson & New- 
port, 1989; Oyama, 1976). With respect to school learning, however, young 
adolescents have cognitive advantages such as greater concept develop- 
ment, memory capacity, and linked knowledge structures (Vosniadou & 
Brewer, 1985), so they may initially learn more quickly than the younger 
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children (Snow & Hoefnagle-Hohle, 1978). Thus, they may move quickly 
through early stages of SLA because of transferable literacy skills, but 
will nonetheless take a considerable amount of time to catch up to their 
native English-speaking peers, especially in such areas as American his- 
tory and literature that depend on a considerable amount of exposure to 
American culture. 

□ Social, affective, and societal factors 

Social and affective factors significantly influence second language 
in the young adolescent’s second language learning (Wong Fillmore, 1991). 
Differences in learning have been found in studies on characteristics asso- 
ciated with personality traits such as introversion/extroversion, sociability, 
and conformity (Swain & Burnaby, 1976). Wong Fillmore (1991) concluded 
that the students who make the most progress are those predisposed to 
integrate socially with target language speakers (but, see Saville-Troike’s 
[1984] study which revealed that such integration is not necessary). More- 
over, Wong Fillmore has found little evidence that differences in achieve- 
ment levels among the children could be attributed to intellectual ability. 
Despite findings that individual motivational, attitudinal, and personality 
factors can ameliorate or impede second language learning, however, 
Tollefson (1991), Pennycook (1989), and others have strongly criticized 
the field in general for overlooking the significance of issues of power, 
cultural dominance, and ideology underlying the circumstances under which 
any given student might be residing in the United States, as well as the 
effects of those issues on the programming in which the students are being 
served. 

□ Academic and communicative discourse 

In examining the cognitive processes associated with SLA, Cummins 
(1979, 1981, 1989, 1991) has made a distinction between cognitive/aca- 
demic language proficiency (CALP), the means through which students 
begin to understand subject matter (Collier, 1989, 1995; Cummins, 1979, 
1981), and basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) (Cummins, 
1979, 1981), the social language used to communicate happenings through- 
out the day. Teachers should be aware even though students can speak well 
in social settings, they may not function well reading, writing, speaking, 
and understanding the academic language in the range of content domains. 
Literacy skills in the first language are transferable and are crucial to aca- 
demic success in the second language (Bialystok, 1990; Cummins, 1989, 
1991; Cummins & Swain, 1986; Freeman & Freeman, 1994; Hudelson, 
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1994; Lessow-Hurley, 1990; Tinajero & Ada, 1993; Wong Fillmore & 
Valdez, 1986). Thus, when middle level educators place LEP students, they 
must consider the student’s academic background along with language abil- 
ity. 

□ Rate of second language acquisition 

In his analyses of Canadian immigrants’ school performance on mea- 
sures of social and academic language, Cummins (198 1) reported that young 
adolescents acquiring ESL generally develop substantial proficiency in BICS 
within two to three years. In an extensive review of studies of language 
minority young adolescents in California, Wong Fillmore (1991) concluded 
that many young adolescents develop the oral system of vocabulary, gram- 
mar, phonology, semantics, and pragmatics of their second language for 
their age level over a two or three year period, although “differences of up 
to five years can be found in the time young adolescents take to get a work- 
ing command of a new language” (p. 61). While developing social lan- 
guage may take up to five years, it may take up to seven or more years to 
develop proficiency in CALP (Collier 1995; Collier & Thomas, 1989; 
Cummins, 1981). In the teacher-centered, no-talking classroom where no 
interaction using the academic language takes place, cognitive academic 
language learning opportunities are limited for both native speakers of 
English and LEP students alike. In her extensive large scale studies of class- 
rooms Collier (1989) found a decided advantage for language and content 
learning in highly interactive classrooms. 



□ Programs for Limited English Proficient Students □ 

Since SLA is a continuous process (Berko Gleason, 1993; Collier, 1992), 
and since academic language takes longer to learn than basic communica- 
tion skills (Collier, 1995; Cummins, 1979, 1981; Wong Fillmore,. 1991), 
optimum programming should maximize opportunities for language and 
content learning across the span of time the LEP student requires services 
or monitoring through the school years. Programs are of essentially two 
kinds: bilingual or English only. 

□ Bilingual programs 

Bilingual instruction entails teaching in two languages, either by a 
teacher, aide, or peers. Often bilingual instruction is brought into the in- 
structional mix in middle level schools. Paraprofessional staffing can be 
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extremely diverse, representing the range of languages spoken by the stu- 
dent population of a given school (see Platt, 1992 for a discussion of differ- 
ent program models using two languages in instruction, counseling, and 
other program areas). Research by both Collier (1989,1992) and Wong 
Fillmore (1991) strongly supports bilingual education programs above all 
others in terms of overall LEP student progress. However, since bi- and 
multilingual programs no longer receive strong political support, and since 
most American teachers are monolingual English speakers, we turn to a 
discussion of other current instructional models for LEP students. 

□ ESL pull-out using content-based strategies 

The pull-out model for LEP students has been used both within bilin- 
gual programs and as a stand-alone program. An ESL teacher works with 
LEP students in a different classroom where students may be grouped by 
proficiency level, or they may be placed according to grade level, regard- 
less of how much English they know. Students may spend one or more 
class periods in the ESL classroom depending on their diagnosed needs. 
ESL may also be taught through the content areas to this group of students, 
either by an ESL teacher or by specially-trained teachers in the disciplines. 
Occasionally programs place ESL teachers as adjuncts in content class- 
rooms where they collaborate with the content teacher. Although empirical 
research in the area of optimum ESL program design is limited, it is gener- 
ally considered advantageous for teachers to use integrated language and 
content instruction to develop the academic skills in conjunction with the 
language skills (Crandall, 1987; Mohan, 1986; Short, 1991). Content top- 
ics, rather than grammar rules or vocabulary lists, form the core of instruc- 
tion. 

While typical ESL programs emphasize learning English apart from 
content (Crandall, 1987; Saville-Troike, 1984; Short, 1993), content area 
skills and academic language are taught together (Burkart & Sheppard, 
1995; Kauffman, et al., 1995; Mancill, 1983), and teachers adjust their in- 
struction to accommodate the various levels of proficiency (Kauffman, et 
al., 1995; Mohan, 1986). Over the past ten years, progress has been made 
in developing, implementing, and refining strategies that effectively inte- 
grate language and content instruction (Kauffman, 1995; Short, 1993). 
Higher order thinking skills such as inferencing, analysis, synthesis, evalu- 
ation, and hypothesis testing are also integrated into the curriculum 
(O'Malley & Chamot, 1989; Palinscar & Brown, 1988; Resnick, 1987). As 
Mohan (1986) suggested, the goal for both language and content teachers 
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is to promote “understandable communication, cumulative language learn- 
ing, and the development of academic thinking skills” (p. 4). 



O 

ERIC 



□ Inclusion 

Because of the various problems with ESL pull-out programs, such 
as (1) language learning objectives independent of the regular curriculum, 
(2) long periods of removal from non-LEP student environments, (3) lack 
of access to full programming in mainstream settings, and (4) generic En- 
glish instruction in the absence of content. LEP students, like special needs 
students of all kinds, have increasingly found themselves in included class- 
rooms. In this model services are brought into the classroom as opposed to 
pulling students out for special instruction. The inclusion model is in line 
with the least restrictive environment efforts made on behalf of special 
education students a decade ago (PL. 94-142, 1975; Florida Department of 
Education, 1996). In a middle school, for example, LEP students would be 
placed in a mainstream, rather than in a self-contained ESL science class, 
and taught by the regular science teacher using ESL strategies. 

Recently, educators have been searching for ways to address the chal- 
lenges of inclusion and the diversity it brings to the classroom. The magni- 
tude of challenges confronting teachers who try to meet the needs of stu- 
dents with a variety of special needs is often minimized or overlooked alto- 
gether. According to a survey of teachers who have completed an ESOL 
strategies course, however, full inclusion may be simply a polite term for 
the situation that obtained during the days when neither bilingual instruc- 
tion nor ESL were mandated for LEP students, who may not even have 
been identified as having a special need (Harper, 1995). In discussing stu- 
dents with disabilities, Bricker (1995) argued that inclusion is a complex 
model that must be applied sensibly, not advocated unconditionally. 

Well-supported inclusion requires planning, use of validated prac- 
tices, collaboration, and a willingness to provide intensive and sometimes 
sustained instruction to meet students’ needs. Educators must recognize the 
possibility that the placement of linguistic minority students in mainstream 
classrooms regardless of the willingness, ability, philosophical orientation, 
or certification qualifications of the teacher, is not in the best interest of the 
student (Harper & Platt, in preparation). The most unreasonable full inclu- 
sion scenario would have LEP students placed in regular language arts 
classes, which include no ESL skills or curricula. Educators promoting in- 
clusion must therefore realize that this model does not adequately serve 
students with limited English or literacy skills (Harper & Platt, in prepara- 
tion). 
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□ Conclusion □ 

In sum, the scope of programs for linguistic minority students must be 
sufficiently broad to include a variety of learners who speak a variety of 
native languages, in a variety of settings (ESL and mainstream), a variety 
of academic and cognitive levels, and a variety of cultural differences that 
may help or hinder the learner’s progress in the American classroom. Seliger 
(1984) stated that it is impossible to describe all the variables in SLA. None- 
theless, he noted: “In spite of such infinite diversity there exists the univer- 
sal fact that human beings of all ages, attitudes, levels of intelligence, so- 
cioeconomic background, etc., succeed in acquiring L2s [second languages] 
in a wide variety of both naturalistic and formal settings” (p. 37). The task 
for middle level educators is to bring learners to grade level academically 
while they learn their second language, d 
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The Changing Face of Assessment 



M any professional associations - National Council of Teachers 
of English, International Reading Association (1984), National 
Council of Teachers of Mathematics (1995) and the like - have 
called for sweeping reform in educational assessment. For a long time, test 
was used synonymously with assessment, as if that were the only way to 
gather information. “Test” no longer captures the kinds of measures cur- 
rently being used in classrooms. In this chapter, we discuss the literature 
that links assessment to learning theory, how assessment information is 
collected and used, and issues of equity in assessment. 



□ Linking Assessment to Learning Theory □ 

Beyond knowing the language of assessment, most scholars recommend 
linking assessment to current thinking regarding how students learn. What 
we know about the nature of teaching and learning has changed. It once 
was possible to test the amount of knowledge that a student had gained and 
that was enough. But knowledge is expanding geometrically. Changes in 
the workplace and society at large suggest people need to be flexible and 
adaptable and apply rather than acquire knowledge. Assessment in school 
then, must be related to what a student knows, applies, and performs (Meyer, 
1992; Zessoules & Gardner, 1991). 

Assessment practices must also keep pace with what educators cur- 
rently know about adolescent development. The National Center for Im- 
proving Science (1990) suggested that assessment should assist the learn- 
ing process. Assessment that is responsive to the development of young 
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adolescents is also in keeping with the recommendations of Turning Points 
(Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989), This We Believe , 
(NMSA, 1995), and other middle level reform documents. 

The development of young adolescents takes place at different rates 
and unevenly across domains; they fluctuate between concrete operation 
and formal operations (Inhelder & Piaget, 1958). Thus, in any given middle 
grades classroom, there are likely to be wide variations and continuous 
change in the reasoning abilities of the students with regard to any particu- 
lar subject matter. Therefore, good assessment measures are numerous and 
represent multiple perspectives - for example, all the teachers on an inter- 
disciplinary team may contribute their input to the final evaluation of a 
major project. Students, as well, might have input on their grades through 
self-evaluation of their work. Frequent assessment measures that gauge 
both concrete and abstract thinking are also appropriate. Young adoles- 
cents need to be free to express their achievement without being constantly 
compared to all other students. Their individual achievement, especially 
when seen over time, is a better indicator of their learning than having all 
students expected to achieve the same mastery at the same time. 

Young adolescents generally want to do well in school (Steinberg, 
1993). Nonetheless, they sometimes exhibit frustration and lack of motiva- 
tion in achieving the tasks established by their teachers. In the extreme, 
this frustration leads to dropping out of school (Wheelock & Dorman, 1988). 
Assessment can help rather than hinder students in expressing their think- 
ing and in seeing their accomplishments. To help achieve this end teachers 
provide frequent opportunities for young adolescents to communicate their 
ideas and make explicit their own thinking about their achievements. Re- 
flective writing, discussions, journals, logs, and portfolio assessment are 
means of helping students analyze their learning. When they see the progress 
they are making, being constantly compared with others in the class, they 
may take on a more optimistic view of their abilities and their likely con- 
tinued success even as tasks become harder for them (Ames, 1990; Steinberg, 
1993). Constructive feedback, ample opportunities for experiencing suc- 
cess, and tasks that are within the reach of young adolescents are keys to 
their continued positive attitude toward learning. 

When young adolescents have mastered basic concepts such as read- 
ing, writing, computations, and map reading, they may become bored with 
repetitions of displaying those skills in drills. These students seek opportu- 
nities to apply their knowledge. Building into assessment the frequent use 
of application (as well as synthesis and evaluation) of previously gained 
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knowledge will allow these students to grow and to demonstrate their think- 
ing as well as their store of recall knowledge. In authentic assessment tasks, 
students are motivated to learn even while being assessed on what they 
have already learned. That is, students are constructing more knowledge 
while they are demonstrating that which they already have (Brooks & 
Brooks, 1993). 

Young adolescents are changing not just in the intellectual domain, 
but also in their social and personal domains. A major challenge of young 
adolescents is identity formation (Erikson, 1981). Success in achieving a 
healthy adult identity begins with the young adolescent’s weathering the 
conflicting demands of puberty, cultural expectations, and social pressures. 
Assessment can be supportive of middle school students by allowing them 
to express who they are and who they wish to become. Classrooms that 
support identity formation are safe environments in which young adoles- 
cents submit work that is an extension of who they are. Teachers respond to 
such work with sensitivity and understanding. 



□ Collecting Information □ 

Information about students from multiple sources, such as other teachers, 
peers, parents, self, and community members will provide the most com- 
plete picture of students’ ability and growth. This information can also take 
many forms. What follows in the rest of this chapter are descriptions of 
formal and informal data sources, reporting mechanisms, and the use of 
authentic assessment, especially portfolios. 
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□ Standardized tests 

American educators, parents, and policy makers have come to rely 
heavily on standardized test scores. This reliance grew out of the early 
purpose of standardized tests to detect individual achievement among stu- 
dents (Stiggins, 1992). The emphasis on accountability and outcome-based 
education also contributed to this reliance on standardized tests. Even though 
standardized tests are consistently criticized by educators, sales continue 
to increase (Worthen, Borg, & White 1993). The 1990s have seen a move 
toward a broader array of assessment techniques and more alternative meth- 
ods (Stiggins, 1992). 

A growing body of work (Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991; Valencia & 
Pearson, 1990) points to the limitations regarding standardized test scores 
in making decisions about student achievement, student placement, and 
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instruction. More specifically, standardized tests fail to view a content area, 
such as mathematics or literacy as an integrated whole, but rather as iso- 
lated pieces (Collins & Romberg, 1991; Hamayan, Kwait & Perlman, 1985; 
MSEB, 1993; Webb, 1992; Webb & Romberg, 1992). Romber, Wilson, 
and Khaketla (1992) assessed six of the most widely used standardized 
tests (such as the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills and the Stanford 
Achievement Test) and compared them against NCTM’s (National Coun- 
cil of Teachers of Mathematics) Curriculum and Evaluation Standards for 
School Mathematics to test for alignment. The results suggested that these 
tests do not assess the range of mathematics content, especially problem 
solving, do not adequately assess a student’s process, and continue to em- 
phasize procedures over content. Multiple choice tests do not capture the 
relationships among ideas and how students are thinking about a particular 
subject (Collins & Romberg, 1991). Valencia and Pearson (1986) found 
that assessment practices have also not kept pace with newer research in 
reading processes. 

□ Teacher-made tests 

A national survey of elementary and secondary teachers in the United 
States (Valencia & Pearson, 1990) suggested that teachers administer an 
enormous number of teacher-developed tests. Middle school teachers use 
teacher-made tests more often than elementary teachers (Airasian, 1989). 
Despite the drive to challenge students to engage in higher level thinking, 
middle school teachers, more than elementary or high school teachers, rely 
almost exclusively on questions at the literal comprehension or knowledge 
level. Tests which require problem solving, critical thinking, and applica- 
tion of content knowledge are usually more valuable to teachers and stu- 
dents than low level comprehension tasks. If teacher-made tests are used, 
students can be very helpful with writing questions for them (Stevenson, 
1992), especially when encouraged to stretch to higher levels of thinking. 
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□ Observation/anecdotal records 

While observation has been found to be a powerful assessment tech- 
nique, teachers receive little training in using it effectively. Observation 
may be the most prevalent assessment tool used by classroom teachers. 
Elementary teachers rely on it more than high school teachers, and lan- 
guage arts teachers more than mathematics and science teachers (Stiggins, 
1992). The best kind of observational instruments involve watching and 
systematically recording behavior - for example, counting how many times 
John speaks in a small group discussion. Carrying around a seating chart 
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while leading a class discussion and recording who participates can pro- 
vide a contrast to the small group record and give valuable information 
about participation in large and small groups or whether a student is more 
successful at verbal response than written. Observation is also a key to 
understanding what students learning English as a second language know 
about English (Genishi, 1989). The beginning of learning a second lan- 
guage, “the silent period” can go on for weeks or months (Krashen & Terrell, 
1983). Students may also be silent at school and speaking English at home 
and so parents and extended family members become excellent sources of 
observational data for second language learners as well. 

□ Interviews, questionnaires, and conferences 

Another means of obtaining information about students’ attitudes, 
interests, and opinions is to ask them. Interviews, questionnaires, and con- 
ferences can be easily adapted to particular groups or individuals. Inter- 
views and conferences can be structured or unstructured, provide immedi- 
ate feedback, and give the teacher and student valuable one-on-one time. 
When students feel comfortable and free to talk, interviews and confer- 
ences, while time consuming, can be the most valuable time spent in as- 
sessment. These are very appropriate for middle school students as they are 
becoming more aware of their own identities, interests, attitudes, and think- 
ing. 

Nancie Atwell (1987), a well-known ethnographer of young adoles- 
cents’ reading and writing, wrote at length on using conferences in the 
reading and writing classroom, which she calls the workshop. Since the 
publication of her groundbreaking book. In the Middle: Writing , Reading 
and Learning with Adolescents , describing the reading and writing work- 
shop, other disciplines (i.e. history, science, art) have adopted this structure 
and written about assessing through conferences, “status of the class” ob- 
servation, and anecdotal record (see Brown, 1994; and Saul, Reardon, 
Schmidt, Pearce, Blackwook, & Bird,1993). Atwell (1987) provides a struc- 
ture for on-line conferences as well as summative conferences. She also 
provided numerous examples of how she collects anecdotal records and 
provides ways for students to be data collectors and self-evaluators. 




□ Authentic assessment 

Authentic assessment (also referred to as alternative assessment be- 
cause it is an alternative to standardized, more formal assessment) is the 
process of gathering information about a student’s progress and learning in 
a more authentic context on an authentic task. The student’s work is com- 
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pared to his or her past work rather than to other students’ work. Almost 
every state is investigating or has implemented alternative assessment strat- 
egies which aim to measure how well students apply knowledge. This trend 
is due to dissatisfaction with norm-referenced, multiple choice tests and 
the inadequate information they give us. Great Britain and Canada have 
experimented successfully with authentic assessment. British schools have 
used a profiling technique which involves students and teachers in a con- 
tinual dialogue about learning (Pole, 1993; Riding & Butterfield, 1990). 
Descriptions of successful uses of authentic assessment are appearing more 
regularly in the literature. However, there is very little rich description of 
how schools develop and use strategies like portfolios and performance- 
based assessment. 

While portfolios are perhaps the most popular or well known form of 
authentic assessment, performance-based assessment and rubrics are also 
widely used. Performance assessment requires students to actively accom- 
plish complex and significant tasks, while bringing to bear prior knowl- 
edge, recent learning and relevant skills to solve realistic problems (Herman, 
Aschbacher, & Winters, 1992). Drawing on his extensive experience, 
Wiggins (1993) has developed guidelines and criteria for designing au- 
thentic assessment. He calls for “authentic simulations,” much like those a 
doctor, attorney, or pilot faces when confronted with situations that repli- 
cate challenges to be faced later. 

□ Rubrics 

Rubrics have been widely used to score authentic assessments. A ru- 
bric is a scaled set of criteria that clearly defines for the student a range of 
what is acceptable and unacceptable performance. Rubrics let students know 
the criteria they will be judged upon prior to the task, and often students 
have participated in designing the rubric. The scores of a rubric are matched 
to an example of an appropriate response, and students (and parents) should 
have access to these examples. Two types of rubrics are used: analytic and 
holistic. A holistic rubric examines the quality of a student’s work as a 
whole, not merely the collection of its parts and is an impressionistic evalu- 
ation. An analytic rubric measures specific aspects of the work. These two 
kinds of rubrics can be used together because they measure different things. 
Even numbered rubrics (four or six point scales) work better than odd num- 
bered (especially five point scales) because scorers tend to choose the middle 
score in an odd numbered rubric and five point scale is too much like letter 
grades. Rubrics are good assessment tools as well as good teaching tools 
because they provide a clear target for students. 
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□ Reporting Information □ 

One of the key purposes of assessment is to communicate with parents and 
students about a student’s progress and achievement. Communication with 
parents and caregivers about student progress takes many forms. Follow- 
ing is a description of what the research has to say about reporting assess- 
ment information. 

□ Report cards 

As schools and teachers examine ways to evaluate students authenti- 
cally, they are also seeking ways to report that information in a meaningful 
manner. Report cards are being scrutinized in school districts looking for 
ways to reform them. However, they are still the most popular way (aside 
from standardized tests) to report assessment information. Almost all schools 
(99%) give students letter or number grades for academic performance. 
About a quarter of the middle schools surveyed (26%) give separate grades 
for effort and fewer (18%) give progress grades for student improvement 
(Epstein & Mac Iver, 1990). Half of the schools give students grades for 
conduct and half give written comments. Junior high and middle schools 
(30%) are more likely to use computer-generated comments than K-8 or 
K-12 schools who tend to give written comments (and are generally smaller 
schools). Other kinds of information found on report cards are attendance: 
absences and tardies (overall or by subject), citizenship, work habits, read- 
ing level, and requests for parent conferences. As students enter middle 
schools their report card grades tend to go down, “even as their overall 
competencies and knowledge go up” (Peterson, 1986). Schools that use 
student .progress grades or handwritten comments on report cards are sig- 
nificantly associated with lower grade retention rates, lower projected drop- 
out rates for males, and more successful middle school programs (Mac 
Iver, 1990). 

Report cards are being re-examined and reformulated across the coun- 
try. Educators are looking for ways to make a report card more meaningful 
and clear to students and parents. Wiggins (1994) has several suggestions 
for this including differentiating between norm-referenced and standard- 
referenced information, charting achievement against exit level standards 
(so a sixth grader knows how he or she is doing against a ninth grader), 
distinctions between the quality of a student’s work and the sophistication, 
adding more “sub-grades” of performance (identifying strengths and weak- 
nesses in more diverse areas), and an evaluation of the student’s habits of 
mind and work (p. 29). 
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□ Portfolios 

Much of the recent research in assessment has been on portfolios. 
While portfolios have been a standard form of assessment in other profes- 
sions, they are currently gaining popularity and credibility in classrooms as 
a way to create alternatives to norm referenced tests (Wi nograd & Paris, 
1988; Wolf, 1989). Some classrooms are implementing portfolios for spe- 
cial purposes such as learning disabled students and English learners. A 
few states - Vermont, Michigan, and Kentucky - have adopted portfolios 
statewide. 

Portfolio assessment is particularly appropriate for young adolescents, 
especially when utilized in a team or village setting. The use of portfolios 
also aligns nicely with current learning theory and middle level reform 
documents. First, portfolios provide a vehicle for collecting information 
about growth and improvement over time. Second, the teachers on the team 
(and the students themselves) can gain a full picture of a student’s growth 
and ability across disciplines. Third, portfolios require students to reflect 
on their own knowledge and progress as they assess themselves. Fourth, 
portfolios can provide a vehicle for students to demonstrate other talents or 
interests outside of academic work. 

Portfolios can contain anywhere from two to fifty artifacts, but gener- 
ally contain ten to fifteen pieces. Below is a partial list of some of the 
artifacts that research has found students include in a portfolio (Kolanowski, 
1993; Stowell & Tierney, 1991; Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991). 
showcase pieces (most portfolios include this) 
work in progress 

work the student has learned from 

evidence of thinking 

goal statements/checklist of skills 

work that shows growth 

art work 

journals 

awards 

interest and attitude surveys 
collaborative work 
explanations of work 
things from outside of school 
audio tapes 
video tapes 
photographs 
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Portfolios generally include a cover letter which explains the con- 
tents. Sometimes it is a metacognitive letter, in which the student not only 
explains what is in the portfolio, but reflects on why it is in the portfolio. 

Two studies investigated teachers’ use of portfolios in the classroom 
(Kolanowski,1993; Lamme and Hysmith 1991). These researchers found 
that teachers implemented portfolios on a small scale to begin with, usu- 
ally beginning with showcase portfolios and simply collected the student 
work already taking place in the classroom, such as tests and writing as- 
signments, and kept them in one folder (Kolanowski, 1993). As teachers 
become more comfortable and confident in using portfolios, their purposes 
enlarge. Teachers will collect and keep more in-depth records of what the 
student is doing, and the portfolio takes on a more centralized role in as- 
sessment in the classroom (Lamme & Hysmith, 1991). Eventually portfo- 
lios are used to inform instruction, assess student growth, and enable stu- 
dents to reflect on and evaluate their own work. 

Student thinking about portfolios develops in similar ways to teach- 
ers’ implementation. In most classrooms (Kolanowski, 1993) students make 
the decisions or if they make the decision with someone, their decision 
carries more weight. Rarely is the teacher the sole decision maker. Some 
teachers choose to relinquish control of more aspects of the portfolio to the 
students as the school year progresses. During the first semester the stu- 
dent might have one quarter of the input and the teacher three quarters, 
while during the second semester, the student would have three quarters of 
the input and the teacher one quarter (Stowell & Tierney, 1995). 

Portfolios are generally a part of the final grade (Kolanowski, 1993). 
Some teachers tie the analysis to the report card and others revise the report 
card. Where the portfolio has taken the place of the report card, analysis 
occurred four or six times a year. Most portfolios are analyzed once a year. 
Some middle schools have a portfolio day at the end of the year in which 
they invite community members to listen to students present their portfo- 
lios. 




□ Student-led conferences 

Students have been encouraged to take part in their own assessment 
and are now being asked to take part in sharing the information as well. 
Reflecting on one’s performance can be a powerful learning experience as 
proved by portfolios. Young adolescents have sufficient metacognitive abil- 
ity to realize what they do and do not understand (Flavell & Wellman, 
1977). They also are more aware of their own perspectives when confronted 
with different perspectives. Therefore student-led conferences can offer a 
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powerful learning experience as well as demonstrate to the student that his 
or her voice in valued in the assessment process. 

Successful student-led conferences require a great deal of prepara- 
tion on the part of students and teacher. Class meetings, journals, confer- 
ences with peers, self-evaluations, and portfolios can be used with students 
to prepare. One school (Denby, 1996) which implemented student-led con- 
ferences found that students felt more ownership of their work, were less 
interested in teacher approval and more interested in the pride derived from 
their own work, felt more accountable for their behavior and academic 
work, gave teachers feedback on their work, and even began to devise strat- 
egies for improvement during the conference. Parents also tried to help 
students develop strategies that they could do at home together (p. 379). 
Once a conference is complete, all parties may also be invited to reflect in 
writing on the experience. 

□ Assessment and equity 

With an increasingly diverse population entering our schools, issues 
of equity cannot be overlooked. We know that the background knowledge 
and experiences children bring to the classroom are critical to their learn- 
ing and the assessment of it. Current assessment practices are not provid- 
ing all students the opportunity to demonstrate their knowledge (NCTM, 
1995). Cultural biases do exist in achievement and IQ tests, and results 
must be interpreted with an awareness of these biases (Worthen &Spandel, 

1991) . While the tests are intended to give teachers information about a 
student’s learning, they are generally used as sorting mechanisms (Nieto, 

1992) . Alternative means of assessment provide one answer. When assess- 
ing English learners it is important to distinguish between how well a stu- 
dent functions in social settings and academic settings (Schlam and Cafetz, 
1997). Time is also a key factor in assessing students from different cul- 
tural and linguistic backgrounds and, as suggested before, portfolios can 
serve well in this capacity (Brandt, 1990). 



Few issues in education get more attention (and more press) than assess- 
ment. Media reports inevitably leave out much of the complexity of assess- 
ing and reporting student achievement. It is up to educators to provide a 
more complete picture to students, parents, and the community they serve. 
Middle level teachers need to be clear about their purposes for using as- 



□ Conclusion □ 
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sessment tools, the right tool for the right task, assessment language, and 
communicating assessment information. Assessment guidelines which are 
linked to what we currently know about adolescent development will serve 
students and teachers most effectively. More research is needed on authen- 
tic assessment in middle school classrooms and its impact on teachers and 
students. E 
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he agenda for middle level education is clear. Simply stated, middle 



level schools should focus on creating teaching and learning envi- 



X. ronments that are developmental^ appropriate for young adoles- 
cents. Although much remains to be accomplished, significant gains have 
been made in the last 25 years toward accomplishing this goal. Increas- 
ingly, decisions regarding middle school programs and practices are being 
made based on the developmental needs and interests of young adolescents 
(McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 1996). Too often, however, these efforts 
have been centered primarily on the academic program, while co-curricu- 
lar programs, such as competitive sports, continue to follow practices which 
revert back to those designed for older adolescents and adults. 

Virtually all senior high schools, and approximately 80% of middle 
level schools offer organized competitive sports programs (Berryman, 1988; 
McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 1996). The belief that participation in these 
programs enhances social, psychological, physiological, and motor devel- 
opment is widely accepted. However, this belief has been increasingly ques- 
tioned when trends in injury rates, psychological stress, and unqualified 
adult leadership are considered (Goldman, 1990; McEwin & Dickinson, 
1996; Micheli, 1990; Micheli & Jenkins, 1990; Smith, Zane, Smoll & 
Coppol, 1983). These problem areas are diminishing the potential benefits 
that could come from such programs under appropriate circumstances 
(Seefeldt, Ewing, & Walk, 1993). What research says regarding these and 
related issues is reviewed below. 
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□ Sports Injuries □ 

Due to the stage of physical development young adolescents are experi- 
encing, they are predisposed to injuries (Micheli, 1990; Smith, 1986). The 
susceptibility of young adolescents to injuries is evident considering that 
one-third of all sports injuries occur in children and young adolescents 
ages 5 to 14 (Findley, 1987). An estimated 4,000,000 children and adoles- 
cents seek emergency room treatment for sports injuries each year with an 
additional 8,000,000 being treated by family physicians (Micheli, 1990). 
Significant numbers of these injuries occur in school-sponsored sports pro- 
grams. Thirty percent of all injuries to children and youth which occur in 
and around schools result from participation in sports activities (Children’s 
Safety Network, 1994). 

According to estimates from the United States Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, sports injuries sustained by 5 to 14 year olds increased 
significantly from 1990 to 1994. The report shows that injuries in soccer 
increased by an estimated 10,000. During one year alone (1993), 38% 
(56,621) of soccer injuries occurred to young adolescents between the ages 
of 10 and 14. Also, during 1993, three fatalities of young adolescents were 
reported as a result of playing soccer. The report also found that football, 
the sport with the highest incidence of injuries in organized sports, increased 
by an estimated 15,000 between 1990 and 1994. However, baseball had the 
highest reported increase during this time period with 26,000 injuries (Carey, 
1995; U. S. Consumer Product Safety Commission, 1990, 1995). 

The statistics presented above are based on the number of sports inju- 
ries which were treated in hospital emergency rooms. For example, of the 
460,000 baseball-related injuries treated in hospital emergency rooms dur- 
ing 1993, 28% (119,280) were to 10 to 14 year olds. Other sports such as 
wrestling, gymnastics, and basketball are also among the sports where the 
largest number of injuries to young adolescents occurred (Garrick, 1988; 
Goldburg, 1989; Herndon, 1988; Smith, 1986; Taft, 1991; U. S. Consumer 
Product Safety Commission, 1995). 

Young adolescents participating in contact sports are particularly at 
risk for being injured because growth is still occurring in the long bones. 
The cartilage at the end of these bones is two to three times weaker than 
bones that are not growing. Thus injury to these vulnerable areas may cause 
one limb to grow longer than another and/or grow crooked, or stop grow- 
ing altogether (Stark, 1993). 

Injuries caused by contact in practices and games are not the only 
injuries resulting from participation in middle level organized sports pro- 
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grams. Overuse injuries, which are the result of repetitive microtramas (re- 
peated small injuries), have become a serious problem in this age group. 
These injuries are frequently the result of young adolescents engaging in 
repetitive activities for which their muscles, tendons, ligaments, and bones 
are unprepared to withstand for long or intense periods of time. These kinds 
of injuries (e. g., stress fractures, tendonitis, shin splints) are intensified by 
factors such as overtraining, long playing seasons, and speciality sports 
camps. Damage caused by these injuries is often painful, and permanent 
and can lead to problems in later life (Fox, Jebson, & Orwin, 1995; Herndon, 
1988; Poinsett, 1996; Rosenthal, 1993; Taft, 1991). 



□ Psychological Considerations □ 

There can be many positive psychological benefits for young adolescents 
as a result of participating in sports programs which enhance their self- 
esteem and increase their interest in sports. However, when young adoles- 
cent needs and interests become secondary to pressures and unreasonable 
expectations from coaches, parents, the community, and even themselves, 
sports often have the opposite effect. Young adolescents may begin to lose 
confidence in themselves as athletes which can lead to losing interest in 
participating in middle level sports. Even though psychological effects of 
sports are difficult to determine, young adolescents’ psychological well- 
being should be a priority in developing middle level sports programs 
(Vaughan, 1984). 

□ Readiness to participate 

Just as being aware of young adolescents’ physical readiness to par- 
ticipate in organized competitive sports is crucial, so is their emotional 
readiness. It is common for organized sports competition to start as early as 
the preschool years with more than 20 million children ages 6 to 14 being 
involved in community-based, volunteer-directed youth sports programs 
(Boal, 1996; Smith, 1986). A problem with involving children and young 
adolescents in sports competition before they are physically or psychologi- 
cally ready is that the play aspect is often eliminated, and regimented prac- 
tices are substituted which instill the need to excel rather than have fun. 
Organized sports should not be overemphasized to the degree that the psy- 
chological readiness levels of young adolescents are overlooked. 
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□ Cutting young adolescents from participation 

Research indicates that being eliminated from participation has nega- 
tive effects on many young adolescents. However, many middle schools 
include “cut policies” in their sports programs. When young adolescents 
are cut from sports, they not only lose the benefits of developing the physi- 
cal skills needed to play that sport, but also opportunities for spending time 
with their peers and for gaining confidence in their ability to play a particu- 
lar sport. It is common for students who have been cut not to try out again 
for a sports team because of the fear of being cut again (Ogilvie, 1988; 
Orlick & Broterill, 1978). 

□ Emphasis on winning 

Competition is a reality in our society and, in fact, can be healthy 
when kept in proper perspective. Too often, however, the pressure to win 
permeates middle level competitive sports. The need to “win at all costs” is 
an all too common message given to young adolescents by peers, coaches, 
parents, and community members as well as collegiate and professional 
athletes and the press (Coop & Rotella, 1991). These messages are in direct 
conflict with the reasons most young adolescents participate in sports. These 
reasons frequently include having fun, being accepted as members of a 
group, the freedom of physical expression, and feeling successful, none of 
which requires highly stressful competition (Ogilvie, 1988). In fact, prima- 
rily focusing on winning negates many of the positive aspects which can 
be gained and fails to fulfill the purposes for which young adolescents go 
into sports in the first place. 

□ Expectations from adults 

Parents who vicariously attempt to live their lives through the “sports 
careers” of their children, and coaches and others who have unrealistically 
high expectations which go beyond the physical and psychological capa- 
bilities of young adolescents are frequently the source of much of the stress 
associated with middle level sports (Fortanasce, 1995; Ogilvie, 1988). Par- 
ents and coaches might be the single most direct source of pressure placed 
on young adolescents in sports, but there is also a collective pressure that is 
brought to bear by the community. In comparison with community spon- 
sored sports, school sports are usually more intense, instructional, com- 
petitive, and visible (e. g., number of practices/games, longer seasons, post 
season games) (Seefeldt, Ewing & Walk, 1993). These, and related factors, 
result in games being highly publicized and the outcomes being the subject 
of much discussion in communities. This discussion often focuses on which 
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individual or team won, and as noted by Seefeldt “community patrons are 
seldom rational consumers of sport” (p. 25). 



□ Attrition in Sports □ 

The majority of youth drop out of sports programs by age 15. It has been 
estimated that 35% of youth drop out of sports each year and that 50% drop 
out by age 12 (Gould, 1987; Poinsett, 1996; Seefeldt, Ewing, & Walk, 1993). 
When it is considered that this represents only those who have chosen to 
participate in sports and does not include those who have never partici- 
pated or were cut from sports programs, these figures become even more 
significant. 

Today’s young adolescents occupy their leisure time in a variety of 
ways other than sports. The emergence of new interests is one reason young 
adolescents drop out of sports. Other reasons include: (a) lack of playing 
time; (b) the way practices are conducted; (c) interactions with teammates; 
(d) dislike of coaches; (e) a feeling of unworthiness; (f) not having fun; and 
(g) needing additional time to study. These reasons apply to all sports, but 
the largest numbers of dropouts are in basketball, football, soccer, and track 
and field (Ewing & Seefelt, 1989; Gould, 1987; Holm, 1996; Rotella, 
Hanson, & Coop, 1991; Seefeldt, Ewing, & Walk, 1993). 

Typically the type of young adolescents who are eliminated or drop 
out of sports are the ones who are poor performers (e.g., later maturing 
boys or those who do not show enough aggression). However, gifted ath- 
letes are also sometimes negatively effected when they are forced to spe- 
cialize in one sport in which they have demonstrated talent or are placed 
under excessively high expectations by coaches, peers, and others (Lin- 
coln, 1982; Stover, 1988). When these youth are continually pushed to be 
more competitive and to participate in intense practices, they begin to “burn- 
out” and sometimes decide to leave sports. 



□ The Reality of Chances of Becoming □ 
College and/or Professional Athletes 



O 

EkLC 



Although it is appropriate to encourage young adolescents to be dedicated 
to realizing their potential in sports, it is clear that many youth have mis- 
taken idealistic views of their chances of receiving college scholarships or 
making it to the professional sports league level. In reality, only a very 
small number of varsity high school players receive cp^ese sports scholar- 

155 loZ 



What Current Research Says 



ships. Although 59% of high school basketball and football players believe 
they will receive college scholarships, only about 1% do (Benedetto, 1990). 
Furthermore, of the approximately 150,000 high school seniors who play 
varsity basketball each year, only about 3% receive scholarships (Stacy, 
1990). 

The chances of becoming a professional athlete are almost nonexist- 
ent. For example, the odds against a high school football player, let alone 
a middle school football player, making it to the pros are 10,000 to 1 
(.0001 %) (Benedetto, 1990). The chances of receiving a professional sports 
contract in baseball are 5,000 to 1 (.0002%) (Dorsey, 1989), and the chances' 
of playing professional basketball is 2,344 to 1 (.0004%) (Stacy, 1990). 

The purpose of this kind of information should not be to discourage 
athletes with potential, but to help them have realistic expectations about 
their future in college and professional sports. The focus of middle level 
competitive sports should be on helping young adolescents set goals that 
reflect their current interests and abilities. This focus will make it easier for 
them to emphasize improvement rather than focus on the highly competi- 
tive aspects of sports which frequently pit one athlete against another. 



□ What Role Should Competitive Sports Play □ 
in the Lives of Young Adolescents? 

Despite the many problems associated with organized sports programs for 
young adolescents, there are many potential benefits to be gained if com- 
petitive sports programs are based on developmentally responsive ideas 
and practices. Some of these potential benefits include: (a) enhanced fit- 
ness levels; (b) increased self-esteem; (c) appreciation for fitness; (d) the 
sense of belonging to a team or group; (e) enhanced social development; 
and, (f) providing community identity (Seefeldt, Ewing, & Walk, 1993). 

Clearly competitive sports programs are popular with young adoles- 
cents with the most frequently offered middle school interscholastic sports 
for boys being basketball (82%), track (70%), football (56%), wrestling 
(41%), cross country (30%), and soccer (24%). Most frequently offered for 
girls are basketball (81%), track (70%), volleyball (57%), cross country 
(30%), softball (29%), and soccer (22%) (McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 
1996). The popularity of a particular sport among young adolescents and 
the public, however, does not necessarily mean it is in the best interests of 
young adolescents to offer that sport at the middle school level (e. g., foot- 
ball, wrestling). Some difficult and courageous decisions regarding which 
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sports should be played at the middle school level and what the rules and 
conditions for these sports should be need careful examination by those in 
decision-making positions. 

Middle level sports programs which are developmentally inappropri- 
ate in many middle schools need and deserve immediate attention because 
the health and welfare of many thousands young adolescents are at stake. 
To turn away blindly from the problem areas associated with middle level 
competitive sports programs is irresponsible. Ethically, all school-spon- 
sored activities are the responsibility of those decision makers who deter- 
mine the nature of all school programs and practices. Changes such as the 
following can help assure that middle level competitive sports are safer 
and more developmentally appropriate for young adolescents: (a) improved 
coaching; (b) proper conditioning; (c) proper competitive environment; (d) 
rule changes; (e) improved supervision; (f) better matching of players; and, 
(g) proper equipment use (Goldberg, 1989). 

Developmentally responsive middle level competitive sports programs 
can be an important part of the middle school curriculum. As with other 
middle school components (e. g., interdisciplinary team organization, 
teacher-based guidance programs, integrated curriculum), much study 
should precede changes, and implementation should be thoroughly planned 
and carefully implemented. The study process should directly address some 
of the issues discussed in this section and be extended to include other 
topics not included because of space limitations (e. g., use of unqualified 
coaches, legal liability issues, exclusion of youth with special needs). Only 
when these issues are resolved and middle level competitive sports pro- 
grams are altered to become developmentally responsive will the many 
potential benefits of carefully planned sports programs be realized by large 
numbers of young adolescents. IS 
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Middle Level Curriculum's 
Serendipitous History 



T he establishment of junior high schools made the United States the 
first western nation with an intervening educational focus between 
elementary and high school. In this chapter, I review how curricu- 
lum specific to that level emerged. As with curriculum at all levels, middle 
level curriculum has had to cope with Alexander's (1973) concern. 

So many educators know so little about curriculum planning 
but keep trying to reinvent the ‘curriculum wheel ! These efforts 
by people poorly informed of the history and practice in the 
curriculum field really end up only rediscovering the same old 
ruts in the road. — p. 3 

Educators do, indeed, tend to be ambiguous about the definition of 
curriculum, often confusing curriculum content with approaches to its de- 
livery. If the purpose of the school is learning, curriculum focuses the ef- 
fort to carry out that purpose. Mamchur's (1990) definition is helpful in 
beginning that consideration. 

Curriculum is the tool , the ‘stuff' of education. Through the cur- 
riculum , students learn the skills, the attitudes , and the knowl- 
edge they need. Curriculum is a vehicle , a device. — p. 634 
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□ In the beginning 

The events that led to the establishment of junior high schools did not 
focus on curricular needs. In the 1890s, Harvard University President 
Charles Eliot (1898) led the reorganization of the American elementary 
and secondary structure from an 8-4 to a 6-6 balance. Maintaining that 
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seventh and eighth grade students were ready to study secondary school 
content, his goal was to shorten elementary school so that seventh and eighth 
grade students could study secondary school content in a high school envi- 
ronment. The Committee on College Entrance Requirements (National Edu- 
cation Association, 1899) endorsed this recommendation and concluded 
that: 

In our opinion it is now important that the last two grades that 
now precede the high school course should he incorporated into 
it, and wherever practicable, the instruction in those two grades 
should he given under the supervision of the high school teacher. 

— p. 659 

By 1900, American school districts were shifting to six elementary 
and six secondary grades. However, at the beginning of the twentieth cen- 
tury, American education was delivered through a dual system of elemen- 
tary and secondary schools. Educational purposes then were framed by the 
realities of the demands of life and opportunities for students when they 
left the school system. In 1900, approximately twenty percent of students 
completed high school. 

Students lacking in intellectual ability and those with inadequate in- 
terest in study would leave school for the work force when they reached 
the appropriate age. Many others who possessed such intellectual ability 
and initiative but lacked financial resources also left school early. An early 
junior high school goal was to hold more students in school through grade 
nine. 

The Committee on the Equal Division of the Twelve Years in the 
Public Schools Between the District and the High School (National Educa- 
tion Association, 1907) was concerned about the need to hold students in 
school longer. They recommended subdividing the six year high school 
into two equal school units, thus establishing the junior high school. 

Change should be made in the present six-year high school. That 
is particularly important for students able to pursue their gen- 
eral education beyond the primary school. The high school ought 
to be subdivided into two administrative sections: (I) a junior 
high school of three years extending from the twelfth to the fif- 
teenth year; and, (2) a senior high school also of three years, 
covering the period from the fifteenth year to the eighteenth year. 

— p. 27 

The administrative subdivision established the notion of junior high 
school as a “miniature high school.” Thus, the initial junior high school 
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lacked an educational identity separate from high school. This lack of iden- 
tity hindered early efforts to identify and focus upon unique junior high 
student learning needs (Toepfer, 1962). 

Douglass (1916) felt it important that junior high school curriculum 
make a shift in focus to the unique needs of young adolescents. Judd (1918) 
saw the evolution of the junior high school as a unique opportunity for the 
nation to develop more democratic schools. Van Denburg (1922) recom- 
mended that junior high schools “develop their own rationale and regimen 
rather than imitating or modifying high school practices” (p. 37). The need 
to define a clear middle level curriculum identity has persisted. Thirty- 
eight years later Tompkins (1960) again raised the central premise for the 
junior high school's existence. 

Do early adolescents , 11 to 14 , and later adolescents , 15-19, 
generally have systematic differences? If they do, then it is es- 
sential that schools serve the educational, social, and emotional 
needs of youth. If there is no difference ( how anyone can credit 
that viewpoint psychologically is difficult to comprehend), then 
it really doesn't matter whether we have junior high schools or 
not. — p. 44 

Psychologist G. Stanley Hall (1905) initially noted the differences in 
educational needs of young adolescents from older students. In 1908, the 
Columbus, Ohio schools built a separate grade 7-9 school. Opening in Sep- 
tember, 1909, the Indianola Junior High School became the nation's first 
junior high school (Shawan, 1910). In January, 1910, the Berkeley Califor- 
nia schools introduced a similar program known as the Introductory High 
School. 

The curriculum model in both programs was subject centered. The 
grades seven and eight curriculum offered English, history, geography, 
mathematics, drawing, music and chorus, beginning French or German 
foreign language, cooking and sewing (for girls), manual arts (for boys). 

Berkeley also offered Spanish to students, and both schools allowed 
“advanced” students to take Latin instead of modem languages. Elemen- 
tary science and principles of algebra were added in grade nine. Wide pro- 
mulgation of the Columbus and Berkeley programs increased national ef- 
forts to develop junior high programs around those curriculum areas. 

It is interesting that more than a decade before the subdivision of the 
six secondary grades into a junior and senior high school, that one commu- 
nity made the changes later heralded in Columbus and Berkeley. Bennett 
(1919) briefly noted that in 1896, Richmond, Indiana, had a three year 
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school program separate from the local elementary and high school. 

Toepfer (1962) searched Board of Education minutes and other pri- 
mary sources in Richmond to find a program that had been instituted in 
1896 (Study, 1897). More remarkably, in 1886 all of the city’s grade seven 
and eight students were moved to Richmond’s Garfield School. Garfield 
students had regular physical training classes (Study, 1891) in addition to a 
curriculum that included everything Columbus and Berkeley offered 12 
and 13 years later. 

The Garfield program also developed a unique curriculum function 
prior to the development of school guidance and counseling that today would 
be considered a teacher-advisory program. The principal coined the term 
“homeroom” to describe it (Heironimus, 1917). 

The teacher of each room of the first period in the morning holds 
their pupils responsible for conduct , attendance , study, and gen- 
eral attitude throughout the day and out of class. The teacher is 
expected to be the guide, advisor, and friend to whom the pupil 
may come at any time on any pretext or need. While primarily a 
part of the disciplinary organization, the homeroom provides 
opportunity for the advisor to relate to those students in a non- 
instructional setting and it has become inspirational and direc- 
tive. — p. 91 

Baker (1913) discussed the need for junior high schools “to bridge 
the gap between elementary and secondary education” (p. 27). To the con- 
trary, Toepfer (1962) observed that the initial subdivision of the six sec- 
ondary grades not only continued that separation but initiated a gap be- 
tween junior and senior high school. This “bridging issue” continued to be 
a major curriculum articulation concern. Middle level curriculum must be 
much more than a conduit between elementary and high school. It is essen- 
tial that curriculum codify and give life to middle level education’s pur- 
poses and functions. 

Glass (1923a) first recognized the critical role middle level schools 
must play in articulating programs across the district. 

The primary role of the junior high school as a unit of transition 
is articulation. Until the junior high school ceases to be regarded 
exclusively as an isolated unit of organization and experimen- 
tation, there cannot be that unanimity of mutual understanding 
which alone can bring the united efforts of elementary and sec- 
ondary education into focus as a concerted problem, not merely 
of junior high school problems, but of the greater problems of 
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an articulated school system. — p, 519-520 

The Roman God Janus with two faces looking in opposite directions, 
symbolizes middle level education's dilemma. In addition to accommodat- 
ing the unique curriculum and learning instructional needs of young ado- 
lescents, its position between elementary and high schools makes middle 
level curriculum the critical link in district-wide curriculum articulation 
(Toepfer, 1986). 

Unlike the focus of the college and university educators, most who 
studied and worked with junior high schools at that time were interested in 
curriculum/instruction rather than school administration/organization. A 
middle level curricular identity began to emerge and the junior high school 
gained acceptance by 1920 and spread rapidly (Briggs, 1920). 

The junior school is accepted in theory ; and its possibilities have 
proven so alluring that the movement for reorganization is well 
under way in both urban and rural districts. The physical redis- 
tribution of the grades seems assured; but if having accom- 
plished that , schoolmen rest content , they will have missed the 
one great educational opportunity of their generation for real 
educational reform. There is a demand for purposes so clear 
and cogent that they will result in new curricula , new courses of 
study , new methods of teaching, and new social relationships - 
in short, a new spirit which will make the intermediate years not 
only worth while in themselves, but also an intelligent inspira- 
tion for every child to continue, as long as profitable, the educa- 
tion for which he is by inheritance best fitted. In its essence the 
junior high school is a device of democracy whereby nurture 
may cooperate with nature to secure the best results possible 
for each individual adolescent as well as for society at large . 

— p. 327 



□ Junior high curriculum functions emerge 

The common curriculum areas anchored the junior high school's gen- 
eral education purpose. Calling English, mathematics, health, science, and 
social studies the “core of the curriculum” (p. 16), Glass (1924) reinforced 
the importance of maintaining the junior high school's general education 
role and resisted attempts to specialize education prior to the high school. 
Try on, Smith, and Rood (1927) later noted: 

The core curriculum is made up of those subjects which are im- 
portant enough to be offered in every grade of the junior high 
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school and which serve to give opportunity to the work done 
throughout the system. — p.101 

Briggs (1920) saw the purpose of exploratory experiences as allow- 
ing students to “try-out” specific areas and interests to see what their inter- 
ests might be, particularly for students who might not move on to or com- 
plete high school. He viewed the curriculum purpose of exploratory expe- 
riences to: 

...explore by means of material in itself worthwhile, the inter- 
ests , aptitudes , and capacities of the pupils , and at the same 
time, to reveal by material othetxvise justifiable, the possibili- 
ties of the major fields, both intellectual and academic. 

— p. 41-42 

Koos (1927) saw junior high learning experiences as helping students 
decide on areas of specialization they might select in high school. 

There will be an opportunity for pupils to explore several fields 
to see where they fit; they will thus have a basis for making a 
selection when the time for specialization comes; in such a school 
it is possible in various ways to test each child and thereby find 
out what are his natural interests, his ambitions, and his ca- 
pacities . — p.51 

Glass (1923b) had the most expansive junior high exploratory cur- 
riculum vision. 

The junior high school has been variously entitled as the find- 
ing, the sorting, the trying out and testing period of the public 
school system. It is a probationary period before the vital ques- 
tion of educational or vocational choice is finally determined. 
Exploration of individual differences, the revelation of educa- 
tional and vocational opportunities adaptable to individual dif- 
ferences, guidance of educational or vocational choice, equal- 
ization of opportunities, the adaptation of educational offerings 
to ascertained individual needs rather than conforming of all 
pupils to one educational pattern, and the stimulation of educa- 
tional or vocational vision which conditions all progress in sec- 
ondary education, all these and other purposes to adapt the edu- 
cational program to the ,, individuaT > are objectives of the junior 
high school. — p. 20-21 

During the next two decades, other junior high school functions 
emerged. Gruhn & Douglas (1947) extensively discussed the curriculum 
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implications of these six functions which they identified: articulation, dif- 
ferentiation, exploration, guidance, integration, and socialization. 

□ Moving away from subject-centered curriculum 

Departmentalization is a vestige from the era when early secondary 
instructional procedures were modified later high school practices. It em- 
phasizes in-depth study by organizing learning within separated subject 
areas. Departmentalization neither seeks to correlate or integrate learning 
among different content areas nor does it facilitate collaborative interac- 
tion teachers need to plan and integrate learning across content areas. 

Feldlaufer, Midgley, and Eccles (1987) found departmentalization to 
be the least desirable pattern for organizing effective instruction in middle 
level grades. They identified that in grades 5 through 8, self-contained class- 
rooms provide more correlation of learning and learning opportunities than 
departmentalization. In that regard, clear advantages of self-contained ex- 
ist over departmentalized classrooms for young adolescents. 

A number of junior high school curriculum options pioneered the 
emergence of broad-fields, social-problems, and emerging-needs curricu- 
lum approaches in American education. In the 1930s, junior high experi- 
ence-centered learning options that combined aspects from broad-fields, 
social-problems, and emerging needs curriculum approaches led to the de- 
velopment of core curriculum approaches for delivering common learn- 
ings. Faunce and Bossing (1951) identified the following characteristics of 
core courses: 

We have listed four characteristics of core courses that distin- 
guish them from conventional subject-matter courses: (1) their 
freedom from subject-matter patterns and their emphasis upon 
vital problem situations; (2) their emphasis upon group prob- 
lem-solving; (3) their use of a long block of time; and, (4) their 
emphasis on guidance by the classroom teacher \ — p. 86 

In core curriculum options, Vars (1969) noted that block-time facili- 
tated “a unification of structure in the disciplines without the discipline 
itself losing its identity” (p. 201). Block-time scheduling provided an ends- 
means continuum for effective implementation of core curriculum programs. 
Noar (1953) noted that: 

The modern school is replacing the completely departmental- 
ized program with one which permits a block of time within which 
units of work cut across subject matter lines . — p. 5 
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As junior high instructional approaches other than departmentaliza- 
tion began to spread, Van Til, Vars, and Lounsbury (1967) observed the 
following: 

Alternatives to departmentalized organization of instruction con- 
tinued to grow in the 1950s . In the 1950s in the composite jun- 
ior high school , the seventh grader found he had the same teacher 
longer than a single period and that he stayed with the same 
group of fellow students for the larger part of the day . — p. 56 

□ The middle school concept emerges 

By 1960, junior high developments suggested still further changes in 
schools serving young adolescents. Medical data that documented the in- 
creasingly earlier onset of puberty further supported that rubric. Eichhom 
(1966) used those data to develop a curriculum model which became cen- 
tral in defining what became known as the middle school concept. The 
emergence of the middle school concept also initiated a nagging but mean- 
ingless “turf’ confrontation between some junior high and middle school 
advocates. Lasting in varying degrees through the 1970s, these confronta- 
tions, unfortunately, distracted particular efforts to refine middle level edu- 
cational initiatives. In 1981, Melton coined the term “middle level educa- 
tion” as a descriptor for all school programs between grades four and nine 
(Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, & Keefe, 1981). 

Focused on young adolescent learning needs, the term succeeded in 
de-fusing the “junior high versus middle school” argument. Eichhom's cur- 
riculum model (1966) was socio-analytically based in the physical, men- 
tal, social, and cultural characteristics of middle level school students. Lan- 
guage, mathematics, science, and social studies were organized under an 
analytical unifying center. A physical-cultural unifying center brought to- 
gether cultural and fine arts with physical education. Eichhom's model fea- 
tured inter- and cross-disciplinary instructional approaches consistent with 
young adolescent developmental and learning characteristics. Several other 
middle school curriculum models followed the Eichhom one. They were 
also based on the earlier onset of pubescence with more responsive cur- 
riculum options for young adolescent learners. 

The Alexander model (Alexander, Williams, Compton, Hines, & 
Prescott, 1968) used three unifying centers. The first one, interrelated per- 
sonal development, related curriculum issues to individual interests in val- 
ues, health, and physical development. A skills for continued learning cen- 
ter dealt with curricular issues related to communication and problem-solv- 
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ing skills and an organized knowledge center dealt with the traditional range 
of middle level subject and content areas. 

Moss (1969) developed a model based on a core curriculum approach. 
Traditional academic subject matter areas were centered on young adoles- 
cent problems of living. The arts center organized the areas of art, home 
economics, industrial arts, and music. The third center was organized around 
health, physical fitness, and recreational concerns. 

Later, Lounsbury & Vars (1978) presented a middle level curriculum 
model featuring a core approach based on young adolescent personal-so- 
cial problems relating student sequential skill needs to content areas. It had 
a variable component that included exploratory areas, elective opportuni- 
ties, independent study options, enrichment opportunities, and student ac- 
tivity options. 

Toepfer (1971) suggested three steps for differentiating middle level 
curriculum in such a manner. 

1. Identify and study the characteristics , needs , and develop- 
mental profiles of the emerging adolescent population in the 
local school-community setting. 

2. Develop a curricular rationale which will implement and sup- 
port those needs within the local setting . 

3. Organize and implement an administrative vehicle to spell 
out an appropriate design for the community's total elemen- 
tary , middle , and high school curriculum. — p. 3 

The middle school concept also extended concerns to refine earlier 
efforts to articulate curriculum horizontally among grade level subject ar- 
eas. Team teaching developed from and extended earlier junior high school 
core curriculum approaches. As reported in the previous section, Faunce 
and Bossing (1951) noted that core curriculum “involves either a single 
teacher for two or more periods or teams of teachers who work together” 
(p. 9). Vars (1969) concurred that team teaching developed from core cur- 
riculum approaches as another means for delivering articulated teaching 
and learning among content areas. 

In the 1970s and 1980s, attention moved beyond what should be taught 
to focus more on how that “what” might be taught. Unfortunately, some 
teaching teams focused on interdisciplinary units as the focus of instruc- 
tion. All too often, the theme, rather than what it is the students want or 
need to learn in that unit, becomes the focus of the unit and teachers' plan- 
ning. When that occurs the goals and objectives can become subordinate to 
the theme itself, especially if the theme and its content are selected and 
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planned by teachers with little or no input from students. That kind of inter- 
disciplinary planning achieves little real improvement over departmental- 
ized, subject-centered approaches. 

Properly defined and organized, teaming can reduce and overcome 
problems experienced in departmentalized subject isolation. It may facili- 
tate the articulation and even integration of learning across subject areas 
(Toepfer, 1986). As in earlier successful core curriculum practice, the ini- 
tial concern of teaming should be the collaborative planning and develop- 
ment of programs for those students whom team members commonly teach. 

To get beyond simple correlation, teaming should be considered in 
content areas other than the so-called “academic” subjects. Middle level 
learning experiences in areas such as art, home economics, industrial arts/ 
technology, and music can be powerful sources of personal and intellectual 
growth (Toepfer, 1992). All content areas are academic, and lesser impor- 
tance or “second-class” citizenship for particular areas should be aban- 
doned. 

□ Toward integration of learning 

In itself, interdisciplinary teaming is not necessarily a first step to 
developing integrated curriculum options. Beane (1993) noted “interdisci- 
plinary teaming does not necessarily lead to interdisciplinary curriculum 
organization” (p 33). Unfortunately, interdisciplinary planning has too fre- 
quently focused solely upon “how” to connect information in separated 
subject areas. Artificially forced connections make little sense to the learner. 
Meaningful curriculum articulation occurs when teachers use the interests 
and previous learning of students to define a context for further learning. 

Jacobs (1989) developed a basic integrated curriculum format that 
further bridged earlier interdisciplinary efforts. Beane (1993) moved be- 
yond that suggesting “the centerpiece of the curriculum would consist of 
thematic units whose organizing centers are drawn from the intersecting 
concerns of early adolescents and issues of the larger world” (p. 68). Pur- 
suing the need to plan integrated learnings around learners’ needs, inter- 
ests, and concerns he stated: 

Curriculum planning in an integrative context begins with col- 
laborative discussion about young people's questions and con- 
cerns and identification of the themes they suggest . Once a theme 
and the related questions they suggest are clear ; curriculum plan- 
ning turns to identifying activities the group might use to an- 
swer the questions . It is after these ”what n and "how” concerns 
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are addressed that questions of knowledge, skill , and resources 
are appropriate. — p. 39 

Integrated middle level curriculum should involve students in learn- 
ing about aspects of real life issues. The increasing rapidity of change in 
the information society underscores the need for schools to update curricu- 
lum options and develop new ones. A regenerative, systemic capacity will 
be required for those efforts to succeed. 

Beane (1995) suggested “coherent” curriculum as a broader frame 
for the development of integrated curriculum. 

A ‘ coherent 9 curriculum is one that holds together ; that makes 
sense as a whole; and its parts, whatever they are, are unified 
and connected by that sense of the whole. The idea of coherence 
begins with a view of the curriculum as a broadly conceived 
concept -as the curriculum - that is about ' something / It is not 
simply a collection of disparate parts or pieces that accumulate 
in student experiences and on transcripts. A coherent curricu- 
lum has a sense of the forest as well as the trees, a sense of unity 
and connectedness, of relevance and pertinence. Parts or pieces 
are connected or integrated in ways that are visible and explicit. 

There is a sense of a larger ; compelling purpose, and actions 
are tied to that purpose. — p. 3 

From that perspective, integrated curriculum clearly seems prerequi- 
site for achieving curriculum coherence. Beane (1995) offered two condi- 
tions such efforts need to address: “creating and maintaining visible con- 
nections between purposes and everyday learning experiences,” and “cre- 
ating contexts that organize and connect learning experiences” (p. 7). 

□ Conclusion 

The middle level curriculum developments over the past hundred years 
sketched in this chapter have led educators to a watershed point. Broaden- 
ing cultural heritage and rapidly occurring shifts in social, economic, and 
political life are shaping new challenges to our democratic way of living. 
As adults, current middle level students will have to deal with the inter- 
twined dimensions of modem life from which those changing societal de- 
mands are emerging. To increase the learning success of all young adoles- 
cents, middle level curriculum must deal with a number of contextual is- 
sues including the conceptual separation and structural and sociocultural 
isolation of curriculum. 
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Combleth (1996), discussed the need to improve the conceptual inte- 
gration of curriculum and its structural and sociocultural contextualization. 
In developing more coherent curriculum options, middle level schools need 
to deal with a range of critical questions Combleth raised. 

• What are the demographic , social , political , and economic 
conditions and trends that seem to shape the existing cur- 
riculum and seem likely to affect the desired changes? 

• How is the desired curriculum change compatible with cul- 
tural traditions and prevailing ideologies? What influential 
groups are affected? (What are the potential sources of sup- 
port and opposition?) What historical, recent, or continuing 
events are apt to influence the curriculum change effort? 

• Which education system components or subsystems could me- 
diate (supporting of oppositional) sociocultural influences. 

How are past experiences with curriculum change likely to 
influence the present effort? 

• What system components are affected? (What roles, relation- 
ships, and patterns of activity? At what levels?) How is the 
desired curriculum change compatible or at odds with the 
prevailing culture of education systems? What are the bu- 
reaucratic operating procedures and challenges of formal and 
informal control of the affected system components? (Who 
controls what, to what extent, and how? ) What and where are 
the tensions or contradictions within the system that might 
become loci for curriculum change? — p. 160 

To respond to the challenges young adolescents bring to school re- 
quires that middle level curriculum address and resolve these context con- 
cerns. In the position paper. This We Believe: Developmental ly Responsive 
Middle Level Schools (NMSA, 1995) the authors noted: 

The importance of achieving developmental ly responsive middle 
level schools cannot be overemphasized. The nature of the edu- 
cational programs young adolescents experience during this 
formative period of life will , in large measure, determine the 
future for all of us. — p. 33 

To do that, middle level curriculum must respond to the differences in 
both kind and degree of the learning needs young adolescents bring to school. 
Capelluti & Brazee (1992) identified our need to change existing middle 
level curricula. 
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Success at learning the old curriculum is no longer a guarantee 
of achievement in the adult world. Changing the curriculum is 
no longer a question of should we - it is a complex matter of 
when and how. — p. 1 

Whether or not middle level curriculum prepares students to meet the 
demands of life in the next millennium depends on our willingness to ac- 
cept that challenge. D 
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Effects of Integrative Curriculum 
and Instruction 




he 1990s witnessed a virtual explosion of interest in integrative 



curriculum and instruction, especially among middle level educa- 



X tors. More than 30 books and monographs on that topic were pub- 
lished between 1990 and 1995. In countless articles, conferences, work- 
shops, seminars, and inservice presentations, educators today are promot- 
ing a variety of integrative approaches. The integration movement is diffi- 
cult to trace, because advocates often create their own terminology. As a 
result, more than a dozen terms may be found in the literature. Some of 
these reflect purpose, such as “holistic,” whereas terms like 
“multidisciplinary” and “interdisciplinary” usually refer to a specific cur- 
riculum design (Vars, 1993, pp. 9-27). 

The National Middle School Association (1995) used the term “inte- 
grative” in its position paper This We Believe: Developmental ly Respon- 
sive Middle Level Schools. The association calls for “curriculum that is 
challenging, integrative, and exploratory” (p. 30). The meaning of “inte- 
grative” is explained as follows: 

Curriculum is integrative when it helps students make sense out 
of their life experiences. This requires curriculum that is itself 
coherent, that helps students connect school experiences to their 
daily lives outside the school, and that encourages them to re- 
flect on the totality of their experiences. — p. 30 

Despite assertions that integrative curriculum is a new phenomenon 
in education, efforts to bring about this kind of education span many de- 
cades and involve long-standing issues in educational decision making 
(Schubert, 1995; Vars, 1992; Wraga, 1996; and Chapter 14 in this volume). 
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This chapter deals with attempts to achieve coherence by combining or 
replacing courses or subject areas that ordinarily are taught separately. Such 
programs may be taught either by one teacher or by a team. More than 100 
studies of such programs’ effects on students were examined in preparing a 
research summary for the National Association of Secondary School Prin- 
cipals (Vars, 1996). This chapter draws heavily on a further synthesis of 
that research prepared for the Wisconsin Connecting the Curriculum Project 
(Vars, 1995). 

□ Cautions and complications 

Analyzing research on combined programs is complicated, not only 
by the lack of common terminology, but also by the variety of curriculum 
designs employed and the differences attributable to whether the program 
is taught by one teacher or by a team. Moreover, no two teachers imple- 
ment any curriculum design in exactly the same way. The research spans 
more than 60 years and employs many different research designs, making 
it even more difficult to summarize findings. Bias inevitably creeps into 
any research carried out in schools, too, because districts are understand- 
ably reluctant to publicize less-than-satisfactory results of any innovative 
program. All these limitations should be kept in mind when reading this or 
any other attempt to summarize research in such a complex field as educa- 
tion. 

When combined courses are taught by one teacher, they usually oc- 
cupy several periods in the daily schedule. Wright called these “block-time 
courses,” since they show up as multiple-period blocks in the schedule 
(Wright, 1950, 1952, 1958; Wright & Greer, 1963). The different names 
given to block-time courses range from a simple hyphenated designation 
like “English-Social Studies” to more ambiguous terms like “Basic Educa- 
tion,” “Unified Studies,” “Common Learnings,” or “Core.” 

The degree of curriculum integration within block-time classes also 
varies considerably, whatever the course is called. Even when each subject 
retains its separate identity, course sequences in several subjects may be 
rearranged so that content related to a particular theme or topic is taught at 
the same time; that is, courses are “correlated.” Or the content of several 
courses may be combined or “fused” to make up a new course, such as 
“American Studies,” which usually incorporates subject matter from En- 
glish, social studies, art, and music. 

Conventional subjects may even be replaced by courses or units jointly 
planned by students and teachers without regard to subject boundaries. 
Block-time courses that focus directly on student needs, problems, or con- 
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cems acquired the label “core” during the Eight- Year Study of the Progres- 
sive Education Association (Aikin, 1942), but the term often was applied 
to any block-time class. This student-centered “core curriculum” concept 
should not be confused with the term “core of the curriculum,” referring to 
the courses required of all students. 

A different way to promote curriculum coherence is to assign a group 
of students to an interdisciplinary team of teachers, typically made up of 
specialists in language arts, social studies, science, and mathematics. Inter- 
disciplinary teams may operate within a block of time equivalent to the 
number of periods required for each of the subjects included. Here, too, the 
degree of curriculum integration achieved by interdisciplinary teams var- 
ies widely. Teams may plan and carry out interdisciplinary units from time 
to time, but few do much more than correlate subjects, since each team 
member continues to function as a specialist in one particular subject. 

□ Academic achievement 

When any kind of integrative approach is considered, the first ques- 
tion raised is likely to be: “How will the new program affect student aca- 
demic achievement?” Early research on block-time programs was summa- 
rized by Mickelson (1957), Alberty (1960), and Wright (1956, 1963). Re- 
cent studies, such as Lee and Smith (1992) confirm the earlier results. Re- 
search on the effects of interdisciplinary team teaching have been summa- 
rized by Armstrong (1977), Cotton (1982), Arhar, Johnston, and Markle 
(1992), and in Chapter 5 in the present volume. 

Studies conducted over more than 60 years point to the same general 
conclusion: Almost without exception , students in any type of combined 
curriculum do as well as, and often better than, students in a conventional 
departmentalized program. These results hold regardless of whether the 
combined curriculum is taught by one teacher in a self-contained or block- 
time class or by an interdisciplinary team of teachers representing different 
subject areas (Vars, 1996; National Association for Core Curriculum, 1997). 
It should be noted that, for the most part, these results were obtained using 
standardized achievement tests designed for a conventional separate-sub- 
jects program. 

□ Other benefits 

Advocates assert that integrative curriculum makes learning more mean- 
ingful for students, especially if, like a core class, it is student-centered and 
organized around issues or problems. This is expected to increase student 
motivation, foster higher order thinking, enhance interpersonal skills, and 
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improve attitudes toward peers, teachers, and school (Vars, 1969). 

Concrete evidence such as attendance rates and disciplinary referrals 
confirm that students usually do enjoy integrated classes. Measuring other 
less tangible results is exceedingly difficult, and the evidence tends to be 
anecdotal or based on personal opinions of students, teachers, and parents. 
Some studies have shown that students in integrated programs are better at 
critical thinking, get along better with their peers and teachers, and have 
more positive attitudes toward learning. However, most comparison stud- 
ies have found few significant differences, mainly because teachers con- 
tinue to use conventional, didactic methods, even when the curriculum is 
supposed to be integrated and student-centered. 

□ Effects due to type of curriculum 

To date, few studies have attempted to distinguish among the effects 
of correlated, fused, and student-centered core approaches, whether taught 
by one teacher or by a team. Most of these found few significant differ- 
ences. Programs proved to be very similar and were usually limited to the 
correlation of subjects, regardless of label. A few in-depth case studies of 
student-centered programs reveal many positive outcomes of curriculum 
integration when it is carefully-planned and executed (Alexander, Carr, & 
McAvoy, 1995; Pate, Homestead, & McGinnis, 1997; Springer, 1994; 
Stevenson & Carr, 1993). 

□ One teacher versus interdisciplinary team 

Some evidence exists that student achievement is greater and inter- 
personal relationships are more positive in self-contained classes than in 
teamed programs, and that both are better than conventional separate-sub- 
jects arrangements (Lee & Smith, 1992). The differences between the ef- 
fects of one-teacher and team approaches appear to vary according to sub- 
ject matter and also student background factors such as socioeconomic sta- 
tus. Students predicted to make below-average success seem to do better 
under the closer teacher-student relations possible in a self-contained class, 
especially in verbal subjects like English, reading, and social studies. On 
the other hand, the teacher specialization in one or two subject areas that is 
possible in interdisciplinary teaming may bring about higher achievement 
with students at the upper end of the distribution (Becker, 1987; McPartland, 
1992). 

Some educators argue for a combination of both approaches, using 
teams of two teachers (Alexander, Carr, & McAvoy, 1995). Each would 
teach two or three subjects in an extended block of time. The time blocks 
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would enable students and teachers to develop good rapport, and academic 
instruction would be sufficiently focused so that teachers could develop 
some expertise in their teaching fields. Additional research is needed to 
support this recommendation. 

□ Student success in later schooling 

Studies carried out in the 1950s and 1960s indicated that students 
who complete combined courses in middle or junior high school nearly 
always make normal or better marks in high school. The Eight- Year Study, 
confirmed by some later research, concluded that graduates of integrative 
high school programs usually do better in college than those from conven- 
tional departmentalized programs, both in terms of academic performance 
and in participation in extracurricular activities. Moreover, graduates of 
the most experimental, student-centered programs made better progress in 
college than those from high schools that departed only slightly from the 
separate-subjects approach. More recent studies of this type are urgently 
needed. 



□ Maximizing the benefits of integrative curriculum 

While the research is quite conclusive that there will be no loss of 
student academic achievement as a result of combining subjects, each school 
district should continuously monitor all student outcomes in any innova- 
tive program. Test scores, proficiency examination results, attendance, at- 
titude surveys, and other kinds of data should be gathered before the new 
program is instituted, and at regular intervals thereafter. Data should be 
carefully interpreted, making due allowances for initial differences in stu- 
dent aptitude and other factors. Educators also may anticipate a temporary 
“implementation dip” that sometimes occurs whenever anything new is 
tried. The other less tangible benefits mentioned earlier will be realized 
only if the new program is carefully planned and executed, drawing on the 
decades of research and experience available on how it should be carried 
out (Van Zandt & Albright, 1996; Wraga, 1996). Above all, the new cur- 
riculum should not be sold as a panacea that will solve all problems, but 
rather as an approach that has proved its worth when properly implemented. 




□ Needed research 

Although the research evidence on student achievement in integra- 
tive programs is substantial, many other aspects need further study. Con- 
sider, for example, the differential effects of correlated, fused, or student- 
centered core approaches on students’ critical thinking, interpersonal skills. 
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and commitment to further learning. All educators who are involved in 
integrating the curriculum can help by keeping careful records and using 
them in action-research on their own curriculum and instruction (Wiscon- 
sin Department of Public Instruction, 1997). Schools and school systems 
should budget for ongoing research on a wide variety of student outcomes. 
Districts might involve nearby colleges and universities in helping to as- 
sess the results of the new approach. Results should be shared carefully 
and honestly with students, teachers, parents, and the community, and dis- 
seminated to the education profession. 

School patrons rightfully demand accountability, and schools have a 
professional obligation to report the full range of student outcomes, not 
just test scores. This is especially critical in as complex an undertaking as 
integrating curriculum and instruction, where many of the benefits are not 
easily measured but are, nevertheless, real and important. ® 
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Curriculum for Whom? 



Who decides what is worthwhile to know and experience , in or- 
der that human beings might reach greater potential and de- 
velop a more just social order? — Schubert, 1993 

The overarching purpose of all schooling in our society is to 
help students become good citizens , lifelong learners , and 
healthy, caring, ethical, and intellectually reflective individu- 
als . — National Middle School Asssociation, 1995. 



F or whom is the curriculum? Is it for young adolescents or is it for 
adults, teachers, administrators, and parents? While it is logical that 
the curriculum should be designed with students as the primary bene- 
factors, in actuality middle school curriculum rarely considers the ques- 
tions and concerns of young adolescents. The problem with middle school 
curriculum is that we ask students to give answers to questions they do not 
ask (Arnold, 1993). 

When adults make decisions about what young adolescents need to 
know and be able to do, the traditional curriculum has not been for young 
adolescents nor has it been designed by them either. Historically, curricu- 
lum has been developed by adults working with one agenda or another for 
such purposes as inculcating American culture, raising test scores, and teach- 
ing basic skills. Texts are written by adults, curriculum guides are written 
by adults, and adults serve on curriculum committees. Underlying the real- 
ity of this adult influence on the curriculum is the widespread belief that 
young adolescents do not know what is important to learn. 
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Beane (1993) reminded educators that, “a curriculum developed apart 
from the teachers and young people who must live it is grossly undemo- . 
cratic in the ways it deprives them of their right to have a say in their own 
lives and to learn and apply the skills and understandings associated with 
making important decisions. In the area of curriculum planning and devel- 
opment, we ought to have learned this lesson by now: distance breeds con- 
tempt” (p. 16). Perhaps this neglect has come from an older and more pes- 
simistic view of young adolescents that does not capitalize on their posi- 
tive possibilities. Scales (1991) noted that it is essential to base our actions 
on a more thorough understanding of what young adolescents develop- 
mentally need and who they are. What research says regarding the role of 
young adolescents in developmentally responsive curriculum planning is 
reviewed below. 

□ A misleading view of young adolescents 

Misunderstanding, stereotypes, and misinformation about young ado- 
lescents pervade schools and the general public. All of these inhibit a cur- 
riculum that is both responsive and rigorous. Arnold (1993) reported the 
emphasis on younger children and older adolescents in the literature. For 
example, the chief stage theorists, Piaget, Kohlberg, and Erikson, have de- 
voted relatively little research and description to 10-15 year olds, even when 
they included young adolescence in their frameworks; there is little coordi- 
nation among various social service agencies serving this age group (Lipsitz, 
1980). Historically, young adolescents have been neglected in the K-12 
spectrum with little interest shown toward this age group, although this 
situation has improved dramatically in the past 15 years. 

Myths of early adolescence do not reflect their true nature. In the 
past, adolescence has been characterized as a time of storm and stress, yet 
this concept which grew out of psychiatric literature (Hall, 1904) and has 
been popularized in the media is not accurate. More recent information 
(Hillman, 1991; Horowitz, 1989; Russell, 1990) has given us a broader 
view of development. Peterson (1987) found that a large majority of young 
adolescents are not strife ridden. 

While the biological, social, emotional, and intellectual changes of 
early adolescence may certainly be upsetting to both children and their 
parents, approximately 80% of young adolescents make it through this pe- 
riod with only minor adjustments (Scales, 1991). Feldman and Elliott (1990) 
suggested that although the dominant characteristic of adolescence is change 
- change in physical, social, emotional, and intellectual functioning - there 
is scant evidence of unrelenting family conflict and dramatic, debilitating 
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crises. Rather, most parents and adolescents enjoy considerable agreement 
on fundamental values concerning morality, marriage and sex, race, and 
religious and political orientations (Roberts, 1993). A realistic view of 10- 
15 year olds that recognizes who they are, their unique needs, and their 
aspirations for the future is a key element in providing the curriculum needed 
for all young adolescents (Lesko, 1994). 




□ A way of viewing young adolescents 

What then are the normal needs, characteristics, and issues that dis- 
tinguish this age group? Equally important, though addressed less frequently, 
what are the unique needs and conditions of young women and minority 
youth, especially those that may not be self-evident in larger discussions of 
early adolescence? 

Understanding the period of early adolescence, the ages from 10-15 
years, has been problematic for the lay-public, researchers, and practitio- 
ners. Because of the conjunction of biological, social, emotional, and intel- 
lectual needs and characteristics, and their attendant contexts - school, home, 
community - this period has often been overlooked (Hill, 1980). Yet, there 
is a growing consensus about the universal and essential requirements for 
healthy development for young adolescents. 



This consensus can be simply stated. All adolescents , regardless 
of economic background , race and ethnicity , gender ; and geo- 
graphical region or country , have basic needs that must be sat- 
isfied: to experience secure relationships with a few human be- 
ings , to be a valued member of groups that provide mutual aid 
and caring relationships , to become a competent individual who 
can cope with the exigencies of everyday life , and to believe in a 
promising future in work , family , and citizenship. 

— Takanishi, 1993 



Based on this and other conceptions (Carnegie Council of Adolescent 
Development, 1989; NMSA, 1995; Steinberg, 1993) of early adolescence, 
the picture of not only what the curriculum should be, but for whom the 
curriculum should be becomes clearer. Breaking away from long-term ste- 
reotypes of the age group and building on positive and complex views of 
young adolescents is essential for understanding the curriculum needed for 
them (Arnold, 1993). 

The central, underlying feature of middle level education, develop- 
mental responsiveness, is mentioned prominently in the literature, but has 
rarely been used as a base for curriculum development in schools (Brazee, 
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1995). Yet, the mismatch between developmental issues and middle level 
curriculum is seen as a major issue in advancing middle level education 
(Eccles & Midgley, 1989; Hillman, Wood, Becker, & Altier, 1990; Jackson 
& Hombeck, 1989). 

Perhaps the fact that applying information about young adolescent 
development has been more for show than for know, should not be surpris- 
ing since middle level education has focused on climate and organizational 
change before curricular change (George, Stevenson, Thomason, & Beane, 
1992; Lounsbury & Clark, 1990). While this is not a criticism of the excel- 
lent work done by middle level schools in the past, it acknowledges the 
need to apply knowledge about growth and development equally to all as- 
pects of the middle level school - curriculum as well as schedule; assess- 
ment as well as advisor/advisee programs. 

One promising framework for understanding the developmental needs 
of young adolescents is that developed by the former Center for Early Ado- 
lescence. Growing out of the issues recognized in most theories of adoles- 
cent development, and based on extensive research of successful schools 
and community-based programs, these seven needs focus on the positive 
goals for the healthy development of young people (Scales, 1991). Much 
of this work is based on Hill's (1980) model for understanding adolescence 
organized around three basic components: the fundamental changes of ado- 
lescence (biological, cognitive and social transitions), the contexts of ado- 
lescence (families, peer groups, schools, work, and leisure), and the psy- 
chosocial issues of adolescence (identity, autonomy, intimacy, sexuality, 
achievement). Scales (1991) acknowledged that the developmental needs 
framework does not show how those needs might vary in emphasis de- 
pending on a particular young adolescent’s gender, race, or other important 
characteristics, so those areas will be examined in the section following. 

This “working” framework will be used to illustrate several broad 
needs of young adolescents and subsequent implications for curriculum 
development in middle schools. Curriculum that meets these broad needs 
should be both developmentally responsive and answer the question “cur- 
riculum for whom?” 

□ Competence, achievement, and creative expression 

Young adolescents need varied, legitimate opportunities to be suc- 
cessful and to have their accomplishments recognized by others. They want 
to be competent at something - doing mathematics, playing the tuba, build- 
ing model planes, baking pies, or playing basketball. They also want to be 
competent in those subjects and skills taught at school. Yet, this need to be 
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competent and achieve is often in conflict with a curriculum that is not 
developed with young adolescents in mind. 

Opportunities for students to develop competence and to achieve at a 
high level are often limited in traditional subject areas. How often in lan- 
guage arts, science, mathematics, and social studies can students demon- 
strate competence beyond high scores on tests and essays or correctly an- 
swering questions at the end of the chapter? 

Anecdotal accounts of integrated curriculum (Arnold, 1990; Brazee 
& Capelluti, 1995; Springer, 1995; Stevenson & Carr, 1993) demonstrated 
that young adolescents have a strong interest in intellectual pursuits, want 
to work at a high level, and want to be recognized as competent for their 
efforts. But, students must be allowed to pursue projects and answer ques- 
tions of importance to them. While they may be totally indifferent to pho- 
tosynthesis when it appears in a science textbook, they may be fascinated 
and ready to study it when it appears in a unit of ecology suggested by their 
own questions. 

Several key elements have been identified which allow young adoles- 
cents to be competent and to achieve (Newmann, 1990; Resnick, 1986). 
Students need to be engaged with meaningful material where skills are 
needed to learn content or communicate understandings; acquiring isolated 
and fragmented content knowledge is nonproductive. Serious engagement 
with real problems has to occur in depth and over time. Students need ex- 
periences that lead to placing high value on critical thinking as a disposi- 
tion, not isolated skill. Many of these elements occur most readily, and 
perhaps exclusively when students have the opportunity for real, ongoing 
discourse with teachers (Alexander, 1995; Feldman & Elliott, 1990). 

Opportunities for students to be competent and to achieve in areas 
outside the conventional curriculum, through activity periods, exploratories, 
intramurals, and advisories, are prevalent in middle level schools (McEwin, 
Dickinson, & Jenkins, 1996). Young adolescents should not be limited and 
exposed only to typical ways of thinking and standard ways of responding 
to ideas. Gardner's (1983) theory of multiple intelligences and brain com- 
patible theories (Caine & Caine, 1991) reminds us that the reading-writ- 
ing-testing model is only one way to respond and is limiting if it is the only 
way. While it is certainly appropriate in some areas, young adolescents 
need multiple opportunities to learn a skill or concept and to express that 
learning to someone else. We seriously limit students' abilities if we expect 
them to learn only through reading and writing. Oral presentations, de- 
bates, position papers, technical writing, poetry, dance, drama, computer 
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presentations are just a few of the many ways for students to respond cre- 
atively to the external world. 

□ Meaningful participation in families, schools, and 
communities 

The middle school curriculum usually happens to, not with, young 
adolescents at a time when they are eager to contribute to life in meaning- 
ful ways. Middle schools continue to give young adolescents answers to 
questions they never asked or even care about. This at a time when we 
know they have compelling questions of their own. 

McDonough (1991) reported the types of questions a sample of 500 
young adolescents in rural, urban, and suburban school districts posed. When 
given opportunities to ask questions and pursue serious study of topics 
important to them students noted a concern for environmental problems; 
worries about their own reputation and the earth; and concerns for the in- 
ability of different countries to get along with each other. 

Curriculum theorists (Beane, 1993; Brazee & Capelluti, 1995) sug- 
gest that young adolescents' questions should be the basis for middle school 
curriculum, one that allows meaningful participation in families, schools, 
and communities. A number of schools (Alexander, 1995; Powell & Skoog, 
1995: Springer, 1994) are working toward an integrated curriculum where 
such activities are typical. Alexander described such a school where stu- 
dent questions form the base for the curriculum; many of their questions 
involve students in serious work with their schools, communities, and fami- 
lies. Arnold (1991) described middle schools where service learning is a 
major effort involving students in their communities. 

Opportunities for service learning projects as part of the curriculum 
exist in other middle schools (Fertman, White, & White, 1996; Halsted, 
1997). Boyer (1995) suggested that all students complete a community ser- 
vice project, working in day-care centers and retirement villages or tutor- 
ing other students at school as a way to create meaning in their lives. 

□ Opportunities for self-definition 

Developing a sense of identity is a major developmental task of early 
adolescence. Researchers (Hillman, 1991; Steinberg, 1993) suggested dif- 
ferent aspects of identity development including concern for physical ap- 
pearance, developing an ethical system, and developing socially respon- 
sible behaviors. Young adolescents are concerned about how they appear 
to peers, parents, and other adults as they move from child to adolescent. 

The curriculum must provide opportunities for young adolescents to 
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explore such themes, both in themselves and for other young adolescents. 
Integrated curriculum projects that afford young adolescents opportunities 
to study other young adolescents in different times and different contexts 
are especially valuable. Risk-taking through opportunities to try out differ- 
ent ways of thinking and communicating is also critical in the changing 
young adolescent's sense of self-definition. Having time to work with adults 
who model and encourage a personal point of view yet retain an openness 
to other views is also critical (Harter, 1990). 

Programs that involve students actively and allow them to explore 
their identity realistically through educational and occupational choices 
should also be used. On-the-job experience or job shadows from the school 
curriculum allow young adolescents to develop their identities by trying 
out new roles and developing new competencies. Finally, identifying the 
sources of self-esteem, those areas of competence important to young ado- 
lescents, is the key in changing attitudes about self (Harter, 1986). 

□ Positive social interaction with adults and peers 

A common myth about young adolescents is that they neither want 
nor desire adult companionship or help. Young adolescents, however, still 
count on their parents and other significant adults for assistance with cru- 
cial decisions and issues. They want to know that their parents and teachers 
are nearby, close enough to offer assistance when needed, but not too close. 
Ongoing, consistent, and caring relationships between students and adults 
in the school setting are critical components of middle level classrooms. 

Perhaps the best way to visualize the positive possibilities of such 
close relationships with adults is to consider something different. Some 
middle schools recognizing the developmental needs of young adolescents 
have replaced the current system of short duration, random, formal teacher- 
student contacts, those that usually result in only a superficial and formal 
working relationship, with a different organization (McEwin, et al., 1996). 

Looping, the practice of keeping a team of teachers and students to- 
gether for at least two grade levels (for example, grades 5 and 6 or grades 6 
and 7) is an increasingly popular practice because it achieves longer-term 
relationships. A block schedule which gives teachers a longer class period 
with a group of students is also gaining popularity as a means of keeping 
students together for longer periods of time. 

□ Physical activity 

Given the dramatic and compelling physical changes that occur dur- 
ing early adolescence, it is not surprising that physical activity has a high 
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priority for young adolescents. Furthermore, physical activity is a symbol 
of the larger health-promoting behaviors with which middle schools are 
concerned. 

Steinberg (1993) reminded us of the paradox of adolescent physical 
health: on the one hand, adolescence is one of the healthiest periods in the 
life span with low incidences of disabling or chronic illnesses; while, on 
the other hand, it is a period of relatively great physical risk due to un- 
healthy behaviors (such as drug use), violence, and risky behavior (such as 
unprotected sexual intercourse). 

It is critical for middle level schools to become health-promoting en- 
vironments. The Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development (1996), 
recommended three broad-based approaches that are more powerful when 
combined: a life sciences curriculum with human biology; life-skills train- 
ing; and social support programs offering a range of human services. 

□ Structure and clear limits 

Young adolescents need assistance setting boundaries in many as- 
pects of their lives, but they do not need to be told what to do. They need 
authoritative adults who provide clear guidance, but who also know when 
to “back-off’ and allow young adolescents space to try things on their own 
(Baumrind, 1967). Even those young adolescents who appear older and 
more mature may have difficulty setting the limits they need. 

Young adolescents need frequent assistance and instruction when de- 
veloping these skills. For example, setting realistic time limits for a task, 
deciding with whom to collaborate, determining what materials are needed, 
defining the purpose of the task, responding to the audience, and demon- 
strating mastery of the learning in question, are all examples of structures 
needed. 

Declining opportunities for autonomy and choice, in combination with 
increased levels of teacher control, can undermine students’ academic in- 
terest and motivation (Eccles, Midgley, & Adler, 1984). Young adolescents' 
involvement in decision making is crucial. We cannot expect them to know 
how to make decisions if we have not given them opportunities to do so. 
Because so many areas of their lives are changing rapidly, young adoles- 
cents need to know that they can count on consistency from parents and 
other adults. Parenting that is characterized by parental warmth, demo- 
cratic parent-child interaction, and parental demandingness is consistently 
associated with positive developmental outcomes in young people 
(Steinberg, 1990). 
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□ Self-identity for all students 

The emphasis middle school educators place on attending to 
the personal and developmental needs of young adolescents and 
the imperative to help them develop a secure , clarified self-iden- 
tity are applicable to all students. These concerns have some 
additional dimensions for African American , Hispanic , Asian- 
American, and Native American youth because of factors of race 
and ethnicity, as well. — Gay, 1994 

Fortunately, a body of research addressing young women and minority stu- 
dents as they achieve a sense of identity has become more prevalent. 

Older views of development interpreted the differences in achieve- 
ment and self-concept measures between girls and boys as stemming from 
deficiencies in females, or did not differentiate girls’ and boys' develop- 
ment at all. More recent work by researchers on female development 
(Gilligan, 1982; Gilligan, Lyons, Hanmer, 1990; Hancock, 1989; Mee, 1997) 
suggested that females approach knowledge, events, and experiences from 
a set of goals very different from those of boys. 

Boys are socialized to excel in the individuating activities of compe- 
tition (in sports, making grades, argumentation), and therefore, find per- 
sonal self-worth in activities our culture associates with the rugged indi- 
vidual. These researchers find that girls locate their identities in the nurtur- 
ing atmosphere of relationships and their connection as individuals to the 
needs of others (Butler & Sperry, 1991; Mee, 1997) 

Researchers (Gilligan et al., 1990; Orenstein, 1994) found that early 
maturing females who score lower on measures of self-esteem than do their 
early maturing male counterparts, indicate the need for addressing gender 
role socialization at a time when young women discover the disparity in 
power and prestige associated with options for females and males. Compli- 
cating the picture of girls' development further, other researchers (Belenky, 
Clinch y, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986) have described a very different de- 
velopmental paradigm of intellectual development that primarily charac- 
terizes women's growth. 

Thus research suggests that, due to differences in the way boys 
and girls are socialized in our society, different developmental 
paths as well as different development concerns (moral, social, 
and intellectual ) are created by the time of the middle level school 
years for females and males. This significant body of research 
suggests that girls respond differently to the classroom environ- 
ment than boys and that educators, especially middle level edu- 
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cators, whose claim is that their very curriculum arises from the 
nature of young adolescent development , cannot afford to ig- 
nore these findings. — Butler & Sperry, 1991, p.21 

Gay (1994) suggested that teachers need to know how “to translate 
the theoretical edict of developmentally appropriate and responsive peda- 
gogy into effective instructional practices for early adolescents of color” 
(p. 149). Researchers (Atkinson, Morten & Sue, 1983; Cross, 1991; Phinney, 
1989, 1992; Phinney & Traver, 1988) found that the processes of personal 
and ego identity development for adolescents of color working to achieve a 
clarified ethnic identity are similar to those proposed by Erikson (1968). It 
is necessary for young adolescents of color to negotiate what Du Bois (1969) 
called a “double-consciousness” while others (Darder, 1991; Ramirez & 
Castaneda, 1974) described it as the “bi-culturality” of their ethnic-racial 
identity and their American-ness. 

While some variations exist by ethnic groups and age, the general 
pattern of ethnic identity development begins with self-ethnic unaware- 
ness, denial or disaffiliation, and unconscious and unquestioning depen- 
dence upon Eurocentric, mainstream cultural values and standards of self- 
definition. It then progresses through increasing levels of consciousness, 
pride, affirmation, and acceptance of the validity and worth of one’s own 
ethnic culture and heritage (Gay, 1994). Ethnic identity development must 
be regarded as part of the natural “coming of age” process of each young 
adolescent. 

Cross (1995) delineated several advantages of teaching diverse cul- 
tures including children’s seeing themselves in the curriculum and children’s 
benefitting from seeing people of diverse cultures in the curriculum, View- 
ing curriculum as singular and standardized endangers curriculum equality 
for all children, while structuring curriculum around culture has implica- 
tions for children’s life in classrooms, for what children will learn, and for 
what they want for their future and the future of others. 

□ For whom should the middle school curriculum be? 

Developmental responsiveness has provided the rationale for such 
common middle level practices as advisory programs, teams, exploratory 
programs and many more. Yet, the same standard of developmental re- 
sponsiveness has had less influence on curriculum development. Only in 
the last few years has the curriculum become a focal point of study as 
reformers recognized the limitations of concentrating on school climate 
and school organizational issues to change the middle school. 
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This recent interest in middle school curriculum has spurred new roles 
and new questions for everyone involved - teachers, parents, students, and 
community members. Determining what curricula is responsive to young 
adolescents’ needs, projecting what students will need to know and be able 
to do in the future, as well as staying current with community expectations 
and changing disciplines, all are critical aspects of the curriculum develop- 
ment process. As a part of this process, significant student input, involve- 
ment, and planning in all aspects of the curriculum development process is 
critical. Ultimately, middle school students must be engaged in developing 
the curriculum, by posing questions about themselves and their world, as 
well as answering questions the world poses for them. 

Emphasis on developmentally responsive curricula will become an 
increasingly important aspect of middle level development. The role young 
adolescents play in curriculum development will be strengthened as more 
teachers recognize that their students have significant concerns and inter- 
ests in skills, content, and attitudes that are studied within a context of 
critical issues. E 
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I n the past few years, middle level educators have given increased at- 
tention to the question, “What should be the middle school curricu- 
lum?” (Beane, 1990, 1993). This question has proven to be a very 
difficult one for several reasons, not the least of which is that it involves a 
prior question, “What is the purpose of the middle school curriculum?” 
Educational historians point to the beginnings of the junior high school 
as one instance where a school reform movement was supported by several 
groups whose interests often competed under other circumstances (Cremin, 
1961; Cuban, 1992; Kliebard, 1986; Lounsbury, 1960). Among these groups 
were the Committee of Ten (National Education Association, 1985) that 
included the concept of a junior high school among its recommendations 
for accelerating college preparation, child labor activists anxious to keep 
young people in schools, vocational educators desiring guidance for school 
dropouts, and developmentalists interested in making the schools more re- 
sponsive to what they claimed were the characteristics of young adoles- 
cents. 

While such widespread support was instrumental in the implementa- 
tion of the early junior high school, it also created an ambiguous and, at 
times, contradictory set of purposes as each group was a source of both 
demands and criticism. Moreover, all of those expectations were compli- 
cated by the contentious issue of whether the junior high school curriculum 
ought to emphasize a general or “common” educational program for young 
people or one that would begin the process of differentiation with regard to 
career paths after formal schooling. 

This mix of curriculum purposes was nowhere better captured than in 
one of the earliest broad-scope volumes on this level, Briggs’s (1920) The 
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lum was asked to take on such purposes as promoting social integration, 
addressing personal concerns of young adolescents, exploring interests, 
surveying the traditional subjects, and investigating career possibilities. 

Some educators, like Koos (1927), sought to assuage this ambiguity 
with a curriculum consisting of “constants” and “variables ” That view re- 
sulted in a fairly standard collection of academic subjects supplemented by 
vocational and academic selections and a homeroom guidance program, 
such as that detailed by Bruner (1925). Other educators, however, chose to 
push for one or two purposes rather than the whole array. For example, 
Thomas-Tindal and Myers (1924) called for a curriculum developed for 
“the child of junior high school age, the adolescent, [who] is in particular 
need of physical, mental, and moral guidance in those all-important transi- 
tion years...” (p. 10). The curriculum they described followed the “ Cardi- 
nal Principles of Education” (National Education Association, 1918) re- 
port by providing “guidance” in physical, academic, social, vocational, civic, 
aesthetic, and ethical areas. And Cox (1929) described a “core-curriculum” 
in which subject distinctions broke down as emphasis was placed less on 
specific content and skills and more on “what they (students) shall want to 
know, to do, and to be” (p. 13). 

In the 1930s the curriculum purposes already sketched out were ex- 
panded to include the concept of “democratic education” as that was revi- 
talized in the midst of economic depression and social discontent (e.g. 
Faunce & Bossing, 1951; Rugg, 1936). The junior high schools were a 
focal point for this effort, especially in the form of problem-centered “core” 
programs that emerged during and after the Eight Year Study (Aikin, 1942). 
Though these programs were implemented by a relative minority of junior 
high schools (Wright, 1958), many leaders in the junior high school move- 
ment used the “core” emphasis on personal and social/democratic educa- 
tion in a renewed attempt to define the general education portion of the 
curriculum (Gruhn & Douglass, 1948; Hock & Hill, 1960; Lounsbury & 
Vars, 1978; Noar, 1953; Van Til, Vars, & Lounsbury, 1961). 

As the middle school movement has unfolded, relatively little has 
changed regarding the ambiguity of purposes for the curriculum. This is 
not surprising since, as Kliebard (1986) argued, the story of curriculum is 
one of continuous struggle among various positions rather than ascendance 
of one position or another. For example, the widely read Carnegie Council 
report, Turning Points (1989), sounds practically the same litany of pur- 
poses as Briggs (1920) or Gruhn and Douglass (1948). 

The official position statement of the National Middle School Asso- 
ciation (1995) argued again the case of the developmentalist, as do Stevenson 
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and Carr (1993). Practically any document prepared under the regime of 
federal or state standards continues the Perennialist and Essentialist pur- 
poses of subject and skill mastery. And the contemporary work around pro- 
gressive curriculum integration carries forward the theme of democratic 
education and the “core” curriculum (Alexander with Carr & McAvoy, 1995; 
Beane, 1990; Brazee & Capelluti, 1995; Brodhagen, 1995; Middle Level 
Curriculum Project, 1993; Pace, 1995; Pate, McGinnis, & Homestead, 1995; 
Siu-Runyan and Faircloth, 1995). 

Clearly the definition of purpose for the middle level curriculum is as 
problematic today as it was in the early junior high school. If anything, it is 
even more complicated with the addition of references to “preparation for 
the future” in popular media and professional sources (Brazee & Capelluti, 
1994; National Middle School Association, 1995). Tensions continue over 
whether the curriculum ought to emphasize general or specialized educa- 
tion, academic or life-centered purposes, concerns of young adolescents or 
desires of adults, mastery of discipline-based knowledge or thematic-based 
problem-solving, or preparation for future education or responsiveness to 
present situations. And within these, even more tensions simmer as, for 
example, in the question of whether the curriculum ought to encourage 
young adolescents to adjust to the present society or critically examine the 
need for social change (Beane, 1990). 

In the current public scrutiny of schools in general, the ambiguity of 
purposes for the middle school curriculum has made this level particularly 
vulnerable to criticism. Today’s descendants of the original junior high 
school advocates - classical humanists, developmentalists, vocationalists, 
and social reformers - are no less invested in the middle school movement 
and have the same expectations that their interests will be accommodated. 
For this reason, the curriculum of middle level schools will probably con- 
tinue to serve multiple purposes at the same time that it is a site for struggle 
over whether one or a few ought to be emphasized over others, m 
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Current Issues and Research in Middle 
Level Curriculum: On Conversations, 
Semantics, and Roots 



□ Critiquing Conversations □ 

The number of books written about middle level curriculum has increased 
dramatically over the last few years. Educators have sought new ways of 
engaging students in school-based curriculum and instruction. As a result, 
a curriculum reform movement for young adolescents has surfaced (e.g., 
Irvin, 1992). This movement has given rise to alternative school structures 
which involve, for example, reworking relationships among teachers (Powell 
& Mills, 1995), creating smaller interdisciplinary communities of learners 
within larger schools (Vars, 1993), rethinking the organization of content 
to be taught (Powell, Skoog, & Troutman, in press), and so on. 

The notion of conversation has been a guiding metaphor for curricu- 
lum reform in general (Applebee, 1996; Goodlad & Su, 1992), and for 
current discourse in middle level curriculum reform in particular (e.g., 
Dickinson, 1993). The metaphor of conversation suggests that curriculum 
may be viewed from several levels or viewpoints. At one level the dialogue 
centers on the kinds of school and classroom curricula that are best suited 
for young adolescents. On another level, the issue at stake is students, spe- 
cifically at giving students an important voice in not only what is taught, 
but how teaching and learning unfold. (Boomer, Lester, Onore, & Cook, 
1992; Oldfather & McLaughlin, 1993). On yet another level the notion of 
conversation is used more broadly as a means to successfully and equitably 
help young learners ultimately take part in the greater conversation of hu- 
manity (Greene, 1993). Each level shares one important attribute: each is 
linked directly and intimately to a school’s curriculum, that is, to “the form 
and substance of middle level learning” (Dickinson, 1993, p. ix). 
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These levels of curricular conversations, coupled with the diverse 
voices of stakeholders, have created a proliferation of middle level curricu- 
lum designs and definitions (Apple & Beane, 1995; Fogarty, 1993; George 
& Alexander, 1993; Jacobs, 1989; Schumacher, 1995; Siu-Runyan & 
Faircloth, 1995; Vars, 1993; Vars & Rakow, 1993; for broader discussions 
of curriculum designs and definitions, see for example Applebee, 1996; 
Doll, 1993; Jackson, 1992; Schubert, 1986; Tanner and Tanner, 1990.) This 
proliferation has arguably caused a splintering of curriculum reform in 
middle level education and confusion in two key areas of middle level cur- 
riculum reform. These areas of confusion pertain to kinds of knowledge, 
arrangement of knowledge, and ways of knowing that are embodied in 
specific curriculum designs (e.g., conventional subject-centered, interdis- 
ciplinary subject-centered, integrative), and that are best suited to prepar- 
ing young learners for becoming socially aware individuals who are ca- 
pable of making important decisions about social, cultural, political, and 
environmental issues. 

Our purpose for this chapter is to consider more closely, within a 
framework of middle level curriculum theory and related research, the ar- 
eas of confusion noted above. We discuss three issues in middle level cur- 
riculum reform. First, we discuss the issue of semantics , or curriculum 
meaning, as related to the proliferation of middle level curriculum designs. 
Second, we discuss the wots of middle level curriculum designs. Using the 
idea of root, we consider the need to clarify the philosophical and historical 
bases for curriculum reform efforts, and for conducting research in middle 
level environments. Third, we discuss issues pertaining to collaborative 
and action research. Drawing from our discussion of these three issues, we 
suggest a possible avenue for moving toward a conceptually rich and more 
meaningful curriculum theory for middle level practitioners and research- 
ers. 



□ On semantics 

The proliferation of curriculum designs over the past two decades has 
raised the issue of curriculum semantics. This is because the same kind of 
curriculum can have different meanings for differing individuals, and be- 
cause different kinds of curricula can have the same meanings for differing 
individuals (see the discussion of curriculum terminology offered by Drake, 
1993; Hough & St. Clair, 1995; Vars, 1993;). Moreover, the proliferation 
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of curriculum designs has been embedded in three agendas, which further 
conflates the problem of middle level curriculum semantics. First, there 
are political and emancipatory agendas that are related to contextualized 
learning, what Applebee (1996) called knowledge-in-action , and what 
Anderson, Reder, and Simon (1996) called situated learning. This first 
agenda, which is represented by curriculum theorists such as Beane (1993), 
pertains to theme-based non-linear instruction, and causes educators to re- 
think what to teach, and how to best engage students in content germane to 
specific themes. The second agenda pertains to behavioral and 
decontextualized learning. Applebee (1996) gave the name, knowledge-out- 
of- context, to the information associated with this kind of learning. This 
second agenda reflects traditional subject-centered curricula of junior high 
schools, and tends to privilege the structure of the content over the needs of 
students. The third agenda pertains to developmental and cognitive orien- 
tations, which are related to the social, personal, and academic needs of 
young adolescents (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989; 
Irvin, 1995; Vars, 1993). This agenda relates to developmental restructur- 
ing of interpersonal relationships of teachers and students (e.g., interdisci- 
plinary teams) but not necessarily restructuring the content to be taught. 

For each of the three agendas above, there exists a specific definition 
for curriculum and a set of corresponding values for learning content in a 
designated manner. There might appear to be little need for concern over 
the semantics related to these three agendas for middle level reform. How- 
ever, a closer look reveals the confusion that can occur when educators at 
both university and precollege levels use educational terms loosely when 
discussing middle level curriculum. 

Perhaps the most striking semantical problems associated with middle 
level curriculum are those associated with what some educators call inte- 
grative curricula. For example, consider the question: What does it mean to 
be a teacher in an integrative school? If we ask teachers at Brown Barge 
Middle School (BBMS) (Pensacola, Florida) and Carver Academy (Waco, 
Texas) this question, we will get different responses than those given, for 
example, by teachers at Thurman White Middle School (TWMS) 
(Henderson, Nevada) (see Powell, 1997; Powell, Skoog, Troutman, & Jones, 
1996). This is because curricula at BBMS and Carver Academy are non- 
linear and theme-based, following the work of Beane (1993). At TWMS, 
on the other hand, the curriculum is interdisciplinary, and consequently 
subject-centered. Learning for students at TWMS is linear and hierarchi- 
cal, although teachers at the school still develop some interdisciplinary units; 
teaching and learning at BBMS is nonlinear and holistic. Living the educa- 
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tive experience of a non-linear, holistic curriculum, as demonstrated at 
schools such as BBMS and Carver Academy, is vastly different for both 
teachers and learners than living the educative experience of a linear cur- 
riculum (Powell & Skoog, 1995). 

On philosophical, cultural, social, and academic levels, education at 
BBMS and Carver Academy, two schools richly embedded in integrative 
curriculum theory, differs notably from education atTWMS, a school richly 
embedded in interdisciplinary curriculum theory. Yet teachers in interdisci- 
plinary contexts such as TWMS may very well claim that they, too, are 
integrative in their orientation. The questions then surface: What really is 
an integrative curriculum? Can the notions of integrative and interdiscipli- 
nary, two curriculum practices that are grounded in radically different philo- 
sophical and theoretical assumptions, be used interchangeably on any level, 
as suggested by Hough and St. Clair (1995)? Are the differences between 
these two curriculum designs important enough to draw distinction between 
them in the literature? We believe that the differences are important enough, 
and the designs vary enough, that clarity in meaning, and thus in practice, 
is now needed. 

□ On clarity 

Ask a middle school teacher to define or explain what is meant by 
curriculum that is developmentally appropriate for young adolescents and 
expect to hear conflicting, and sometimes ambiguous responses. This is 
particularly unsettling in light of the fact that the middle school movement 
has grown rapidly in the last few decades. Educators frequently use terms 
like interdisciplinary and integrated interchangeably. Inservice workshops 
for teachers frequently draw upon the works of writers who contradict one 
another about what the curriculum should be. Therefore, it is imperative 
that the work of educational researchers in middle level contexts move to- 
ward clarity in definition, and toward clarity in educational goals and prac- 
tices of middle level curriculum. This kind of clarity will properly 
contextualize research momentum, thus permitting readers to more easily, 
and more accurately, make sense of empirical reports. 

In our work in various middle school contexts, we have discovered 
that middle level practitioners working within curriculum contexts that are 
radically different from traditional contexts and from interdisciplinary con- 
texts have clearer ideas about the nature of their school curriculum. This 
reflects the work of Quartz (1995, 1996), who suggested that true reform, 
if it is to be long-lasting, requires clarity of purpose, of definition, and of 
mission. This same reform, Quartz argued, requires that teachers in a school 
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where such reform is happening must be willing to live out, in a collective 
and collaborative fashion, the purpose, definition, and mission of the re- 
form effort. Turning again to our example of BBMS above, we discovered 
that most teachers at this school were very clear about the definition of 
their integrative curriculum, and were aware of the kind of learning, which 
was integrative, holistic, and emancipatory in nature, that the school had 
adopted for students (Powell, Skoog, Troutman, & Jones, 1996). The study 
by Powell and associates (1996) revealed that teachers at BBMS had a 
collective consciousness for their educational mission; this consciousness 
enabled them to work together, along with their students, as a strongly 
cohesive group. The kind of clarity demonstrated by BBMS educators is 
the kind of clarity we suggest that school-based educators and university 
workers both need if the current conversation about middle level curricu- 
lum reform is to be meaningful. 



□ The Issue of Roots □ 

Explicating the roots, what we more formally call etymology, of curricu- 
lum designs, movements, and traditions is an essential process in cleaning 
up middle level semantics. In this section we argue that conversations about 
middle level curriculum reform, whether these conversations occur in school 
classrooms, in scholarly journals, or ethnographic accounts of middle school 
life, mostly overlook the connection of the conversation to its historical 
roots, thus leaving educators to draw their own conclusions about what 
curriculum design is being explored, discussed, or reformed. 

We shall draw from two recently published ethnographic works to 
demonstrate what we have described in the foregoing paragraph. First, in 
an important study on the influence of student transitioning from a pro- 
gressive middle school to a conventional high school, Wells (1996) pro- 
vided an account of the gradual deconstruction of literacy skills in five 
students. Wells carefully and somewhat painstakingly documented how one 
school culture, namely a conventional high school, gradually eroded the 
literacy skills that a selected group of students acquired in their “progres- 
sive” middle school. Wells’ valuable study, while serving to raise many 
important and certainly pressing questions about learning in progressive 
and traditional schools, assumed that readers understand the curriculum 
assumptions underlying the schools described in the study, although a dis- 
cussion of the historical antecedents of the schools’ curricula was mostly 
lacking from Wells’ report. 
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The second study we briefly highlight here is that reported by Roe 
(1994), who conducted a microethnography of a social studies seventh grade 
classroom. The study provided a needed and useful account of the relation- 
ship between textbooks and learning in a middle school classroom. The 
research setting, as described by Roe in this study, was “a seventh grade 
classroom in a small town in central Illinois” (p. 23). Few other details are 
offered in the report about the curriculum orientation of the school, about 
how the use of textbooks in the school was a function of the school’s 
overarching assumptions for learning and teaching, or about the general 
tradition of the school’s curriculum. Textbook usage has long been linked 
to conventional subject-centered curriculum designs, but has not been linked 
to unconventional integrative curriculum designs. Knowing whether the 
school was conventional or integrative clearly has an impact on the per- 
spective from which readers can interpret Roe’s findings. 

Reporting the curriculum traditions and linking these traditions to 
earlier curriculum work would have been important additions to the two 
studies above. For example, in Wells’ study of a progressive middle school, 
was this school part of the progressive educational movement in America, 
thus linking it to the earlier writings of Dewey (e.g., 1916)? Was the school 
more integrative in nature, thus linking it to the earlier writings of Hopkins 
(1937) and more recently to Beane (1993)? These questions, while impor- 
tant in helping us understand more fully the place of Wells’ study in the 
greater curriculum conversation, remain unanswered. The same questions 
remain unanswered for the study reported by Roe. Thus, in a theoretical 
sense, both studies mentioned above are decontextualized from the middle 
level curriculum conversation. That is, while Wells’ study has added sig- 
nificantly to our understanding of transitioning from one school design to 
another school design, we are unsure how all of this fits into the greater 
scheme of middle level curriculum reform, both past and present, because 
we are not aware of the curriculum assumptions that framed the schools 
that were reported in the study. 



□ The Issue of Site-based Collaborative □ 
and Action Research 

Throughout this chapter we have discussed issues of semantics, clarity, and 
etymology as they pertain to the middle level curriculum conversation. One 
means for approaching these issues is through site-based collaborative and 
action research. Clearly, these forms of research will not provide answers 
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for all of the questions related to these issues, but this research will help 
middle level educators address questions related to semantics, clarity, and 
etymology, as we have discussed them here. 

The value of collaborative and action research, two related forms of 
inquiry, is that teachers and university professors tend to work together, 
collegially, to explore questions of common concern. As Mclaughlin, Hall, 
Earle, Miller, and Wheeler (1995) noted, “Whatever the research question, 
action research in K-12 classrooms begins with teachers’ questions, not the 
questions and hypotheses of researchers” (p. 7). This approach to explor- 
ing middle level learning environments can be an important vehicle to be- 
gin asking questions about the meaning of curriculum, about the assump- 
tions underlying daily practice, and about the historical and philosophical 
antecedents to middle level curriculum designs. 

An example of such a site-based research endeavor is provided by 
Bumaford, Beane, and Brodhagen (1994). Bumaford and colleagues dem- 
onstrated how teachers and university workers can work together to ex- 
plore semantical and etymological dimensions of middle level curriculum, 
thus bringing clarity of purpose to the teaching moment. In this report, the 
authors provided an overview of action research. In the second part of the 
report, Beane provided an overview of the central tenets of integrative cur- 
riculum. In the third section of the report, Brodhagen builds on the central 
tenets described by Beane to explore her classroom practice. The kind of 
action research described by Bumaford and associates reflects the kind of 
clarity we discuss above, and contributes meaningfully to the middle level 
conversation on curriculum. 



□ Toward Conceptually Rich Middle Level □ 
Curriculum Conversation 



O 

ERIC 



In this paper we have raised issues pertaining to the middle level curricu- 
lum conversation that has been unfolding for the past few decades. We 
raised issues of ambiguity in the conversation, of a lack of clear semantics 
for curriculum theory, of the need to gain clarity when discussing' curricu- 
lum issues, and the proper place of theoretical and philosophical anteced- 
ents to modem day curriculum initiatives. If we are to move to an era in our 
curriculum conversation that is meaningful and purposeful, and that is con- 
ceptually rich and useful, then we, as middle level educators, must become 
curriculum theorists in the truest sense (see Powell & Skoog, 1995). To 
move toward a conceptually rich curriculum conversation, and consequently 
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to a conceptually rich curriculum theory that guides our daily practices, 
then we must also move toward: 

• clarity of definition of developmentally appropriate curriculum for 
young adolescents, 

• clarity of curriculum semantics, 

• clarity of curriculum definition, 

• clarity of curriculum etymology in daily discourse and in scholarly 
reports, 

• theoretically rich site-based collaborative and action research, 

• meaningful dialogue filled with critical perspectives and pressing ques- 
tions pertaining to efficacy of curriculum design. 



□ Conclusion □ 

We agree with Van Zandt & Totten (1995) that for too long, the middle 
level community has implemented designs of curriculum and instruction 
in a wholesale, superficial fashion without necessarily grounding this imple- 
mentation in conceptually rich, historically accurate, and philosophically 
consistent ways. The issues we have reported in this chapter, which have 
emerged from recent research and practice in middle level contexts, are 
pressing and immediate. Moving toward a conceptually rich and meaning- 
ful curriculum conversation means moving toward addressing these press- 
ing issues. While we agree with Beane (1993) that there is no recipe in 
doing this kind of curriculum work, we cannot move forward in this arena 
with these pressing issues confusing the research agendas and resulting 
educational practices. D 
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Middle Level Teacher Preparation 
and Licensure 



T he continuing absence of sufficient numbers of middle level teach- 
ers who have the specialized knowledge, skills, and dispositions 
needed to be highly successful teachers of young adolescents has 
served as a major barrier to the full implementation of developmentally 
responsive middle level schooling since at least the turn of the century 
(McEwin & Dickinson, 1995, 1996). Although the need for specially pre- 
pared middle level teachers has been recognized in the literature for over 
70 years (Douglas, 1920), the majority of young adolescents continue to be 
taught by teachers whose initial professional preparation and interests rest 
with teaching other developmental age groups, or who were interested in a 
middle level teaching career but found specialized middle level teacher 
preparation programs unavailable. 

In many states, teacher preparation institutions, state departments of 
education, and the teaching profession have ignored the importance of such 
specialized programs and the middle level licensure which sustains them 
(Valentine & Mogar, 1992). One result of this neglect and malpractice is 
that thousands of young adolescents are being taught by teachers who are, 
at least initially, inadequately prepared to be highly successful (McEwin, 
1992; McEwin, Dickinson, Erb, & Scales, 1995; Scales & McEwin, 1994, 
1996). For example, a 1991 eight-state survey of middle Jevel teachers 
revealed that only 17% had received specialized professional preparation 
to teach young adolescents (Scales, 1992). Additionally, 62% of respon- 
dents to a study of 1,798 middle level schools estimated that less than 25% 
of teachers at those schools had specialized middle level professional prepa- 
ration (McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 1996). 
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□ Barriers to special middle level teacher preparation 

A complex set of reasons have caused and perpetuated the lack of 
universal implementation of specialized middle level teacher preparation 
and licensure. It is important that these roadblocks be recognized and planned 
for so that future efforts to establish and maintain specialized middle level 
teacher preparation and licensure can be highly successful. Some of the 
major barriers are: (a) the unavailability of specially prepared middle level 
teachers; (b) the negative stereotyped image of young adolescents; (c) the 
presence of too few advocates at teacher preparation institutions and state 
agencies; (d) the desire for flexibility in assignment of middle level teach- 
ers; (e) the public’s lack of knowledge about appropriate middle level school- 
ing; (f) the lack of program comprehensiveness; (g) teacher resistance to 
change; (h) problems, real or perceived, with other teacher preparation pro- 
grams; and, (i) the limited number of instructors in teacher preparation 
programs with the depth of middle level knowledge and experience needed. 
These barriers should not discourage those advocating specialized middle 
level teacher preparation and licensure for they have been overcome in 
several states (McEwin & Dickinson, 1995, 1996). 

□ The status of middle level teacher preparation 

Results from research studies investigating the extent of specialized 
middle level teacher preparation programs have shown that the number of 
these programs is increasing, but at a slow pace when compared with the 
growth of middle level schools (Alexander & McEwin, 1988; McEwin, 
1992; McEwin & Dickinson, 1995). For the first time in history, however, 
the majority of teacher preparation programs in the nation offer specialized 
middle level teacher preparation programs. In the 1995/96 academic year, 
51% of the nation’s teacher preparation institutions reported offering spe- 
cialized middle level programs at some degree level, with these programs 
ranging from major specializations to a series of special middle level courses 
and field experiences (McEwin,Dickinson, & Swaim, in press). This per- 
centage compares with 34% in 1991 (McEwin & Dickinson, 1995). 

□ Essential program elements 

A growing consensus regarding the need for the specialized profes- 
sional preparation of middle level teachers and the licensure creates and 
supports that preparation (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 
1989; DeMedio & Mazur-Stewart, 1990; Jenkins & Jenkins, 1991; McEwin 
& Dickinson, 1996; National Middle School Association, 1991). A strong 
consensus also exists about the essential programmatic components that 
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should be included in specialized middle level teacher preparation 
(Alexander & McEwin, 1988; Arth, Lounsbury, Swaim, & McEwin, 1995; 
Dickinson & Butler, 1994; Hart, Smith, Grynkewich, Primm, Mizell, Jack- 
son, & Mahaffey, 1994; Lawton, 1993; McEwin & Dickinson, 1996; Na- 
tional Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 1994; National Middle 
School Association, 1996; Page, Page, Dickinson, Warkentin, Tibbies, 1992). 
The components listed below include only those that are unique and/or 
need special focus in middle level teacher preparation. They do not include 
other elements that are essential to any type of teacher preparation (e. g., 
diversity issues, effective use of instructional technology). They are: (a) a 
thorough study of early adolescence and the needs of young adolescents; 

(b) a comprehensive study of middle level philosophy and organization; 

(c) a thorough study of middle level curriculum; (d) an intensive focus on 
planning, teaching, and assessment using developmentally and culturally 
responsive practices; (e) early and continuing middle level field experi- 
ences in a variety of good middle level settings; (f) study and practice in 
the collaborative role of middle level teachers in working with colleagues, 
families, and community members; (g) preparation in two or more broad 
teaching fields; and, (h) a collaborative teacher preparation partnership 
between faculty at middle level schools and university-based middle level 
teacher educators that is responsible for all aspects of a site-based middle 
level teacher preparation program (McEwin & Dickinson, 1996). 

It is important to recognize that these elements are not experimental 
in nature nor based solely on theory. They have been programmatic com- 
ponents of many highly successful middle level teacher preparation pro- 
grams for many years (McEwin & Dickinson, 1995; Swaim & Stefanich, 
1996). What is really needed is significant numbers of persons willing to 
take the steps necessary to make these specialized programs a universal 
reality in teacher preparation. 

□ Middle level licensure 

A major reason that specialized middle level teacher preparation pro- 
grams are not more prevalent is the lack of special mandatory licensure for 
middle level teachers. Approximately 33 states now have some type of 
specific middle level license, but requirements in many of these states are 
rendered largely ineffective by problems such as the overlapping of grade 
levels with elementary and/or secondary licenses (e. g., K-8, 6-12) (McEwin 
& Dickinson, 1995; Valentine & Mogar, 1992). This situation exists de- 
spite the fact that specialized middle level licensure directly influences the 
establishment of middle level teacher preparation programs and signifi- 
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cantly shapes their curriculum (McEwin & Scales, 1995). Stated another 
way, specialized middle level teacher preparation follows specialized 
middle level licensure requirements. This is an important lesson that should 
be learned by those making decisions about the nature of licensure re- 
quirements. 

The majority of prospective and practicing middle level teachers are 
unlikely to pursue specialized middle level professional preparation if this 
commitment is not rewarded nor required to practice their profession 
(McEwin, Dickinson, Erb & Scales, 1995). Altruism alone is seldom suf- 
ficient motivation for middle level teachers to seek out specialized profes- 
sional preparation when there is no recognition of their efforts to acquire 
specialized middle level knowledge and skills (Alexander & McEwin, 
1988). Experience also clearly demonstrates that most teacher preparation 
institutions are unlikely to develop middle level teacher preparation pro- 
grams when there is no specialized license required for middle level teach- 
ing (McEwin, Dickinson, Erb, & Scales, 1995). 




□ The expanding knowledge base on specialized middle level 
professional preparation 

The knowledge base on middle level teacher preparation has expanded 
significantly in the past few years. For example, results from a national 
survey of 2,139 practicing middle level teachers revealed that specialized 
middle level teacher preparation is highly valued by middle level teachers. 
Teachers who were prepared in “mixed” professional preparation programs 
(e. g., elementary /middle/secondary) did not rate the quality of their prepa- 
ration highly, while those who graduated from programs that focused spe- 
cifically and extensively on middle level teaching rated their programs 
much more positively. Respondents were also more likely to have seven 
program components that are considered essential for successful middle 
level teacher preparation programs: young adolescent development, cur- 
riculum and organization of the middle school, middle level teaching meth- 
ods, middle level reading, two academic concentrations, middle level field 
experiences, and middle level student teaching (Scales & McEwin, 1994). 

Results from the study further revealed that the more middle level 
courses preservice teachers had taken, the more likely they were to report 
that their program was highly comprehensive, and that the greater the num- 
ber of courses devoted to the middle level, the more favorably they rated 
their middle level teacher preparation programs on each of the topic inves- 
tigated. A major finding from this study was that add-on courses and en- 
dorsements, while bureaucratic shortcuts, are a less effective form of prepa- 
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ration than a major comprehensive program (McEwin & Scales, 1995; Scales 
& McEwin, 1996). 

A recent empirical research study also offers support for the impor- 
tance of specialized middle level teacher preparation (Stahler, 1995). This 
study examined the knowledge base of two groups of middle level student 
teachers, one group with specialized middle level teacher preparation and 
the other with elementary (1-8) or secondary (7-12) rather than middle 
level preparation. Results showed specially prepared teachers made sig- 
nificantly more favorable scores on knowledge, planning, videotaped teach- 
ing performance, and attitude toward middle level teaching than generally 
prepared preservice teachers. Further, the specially prepared teachers pos- 
sessed strong beliefs about the middle school movement and appropriate 
teaching for young adolescents. More studies of this nature are needed to 
strengthen the move to improve teaching and learning significantly in middle 
level schools through improving teacher preparation programs. 
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□ Conclusion 

Only when middle level licensure becomes universally required will 
young adolescents have some assurance of being taught by teachers who 
have the specialized knowledge, skills, and dispositions to be highly suc- 
cessful. Widespread consensus that spans several decades has been reached 
by teacher educators, middle level professional personnel, and other stake- 
holders regarding the importance of such programs. This consensus also 
includes other important issues including the programmatic components 
needed and other related factors. 

History has taught a major lesson that needs to be recognized by all 
those responsible for the education and welfare of young adolescents and 
their teachers. Without distinctive, mandatory licensure requirements too 
many middle level classrooms will continue to be staffed by teachers who 
have no specialized preparation for their assignments. The false hope of 
“endorsements” which rely on prospective and practicing middle level teach- 
ers to “add a course or two” to elementary or secondary licenses and magi- 
cally become successful teachers of young adolescents is a delusion. 

Young adolescents are the ones who ultimately “pay the price” for 
the unwillingness of those responsible for their education to take coura- 
geous stands that will guarantee them access to teachers who have the spe- 
cialized knowledge, skills, and dispositions to help them realize their full 
potentials. While stopping short of full mandatory middle level teacher 
preparation and licensure may make staffing and employment “easier,” it 
clearly compromises the education and welfare of young adolescents. As 
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noted by the authors, “A wide range of individuals and groups now realize 
that to neglect teachers of young adolescents is to neglect the education 
and welfare of young adolescents themselves. Efforts to improve one with- 
out the other would be misguided and unsuccessful” (McEwin & Dickinson, 
1996, p. 39). m 
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Multicultural Issues in Middle Level 
Teacher Education 



M iddle level teacher education is a relatively new field with ori- 
gins in the 1960s and 1970s movement to establish middle 
schools throughout the United States. The roots of middle level 
teacher education come mainly from concerns about the intellectual, physi- 
cal, social, and emotional development of young adolescents. So much 
emphasis has been placed on these developmental needs of young adoles- 
cents that some other important characteristics of middle level students and 
teachers have received too little attention. A crucial area that needs more 
attention from middle level educators is the great and growing cultural di- 
versity of the student population in schools at the same time the teaching 
force is becoming less diverse. Multicultural education can help middle 
level teacher educators better address issues of cultural diversity for both 
students and teachers. This can help improve teachers’ understanding and 
ability to teach all students and, therefore, the quality of school experi- 
ences for young adolescents. 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the contributions research 
and theory on multicultural education can make to enhance middle level 
teacher education. In this chapter as I draw from scholarship on multicultural 
education, the intent is not to lessen the current emphasis on the nature of 
the young adolescent as a basis for designing middle level schools and 
middle level teacher education. Rather, the intent is to deepen our under- 
standing of who young adolescents are and how best to help them learn by 
paying attention to their widely diverse cultural characteristics in addition 
to the great variability in their physical, intellectual, social, and emotional 
development. 
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□ Multicultural education 

A review of literature indicates that many different approaches to 
multicultural education have been proposed by authors (Banks, 1995). At 
the same time, however, there is a “developing consensus about the nature, 
aims, and scope” (Banks, 1995, p. 3) of multicultural education. One part 
of this consensus is agreement that “a major goal of multicultural educa- 
tion ... is to reform the school and other educational institutions so that 
students from diverse racial, ethnic, and social-class groups will experi- 
ence educational equality” (Banks, 1995, p. 3). Further, agreement exists 
that gender equity is a major goal of multicultural education (Banks, 1995). 
For the purposes of this chapter, multicultural education is defined as edu- 
cation to provide female and male students from diverse groups an equi- 
table education of high quality to prepare them well for their present and 
future lives. 

□ Demographic characteristics of students, teachers, and 
teacher educators 

The United States is a society of great cultural diversity. The compo- 
sition of the school population in the United States is becoming more di- 
verse while the teaching force is becoming less diverse (Banks, 1991). Teach- 
ers of color are underrepresented in the teaching force in general and par- 
ticularly in mathematics and science, and the percentage of African Ameri- 
can and Hispanic college students preparing to teach declined steadily from 
1972 to 1987 (Darling-Hammond & Sclan, 1996). It is projected that in the 
year 2000, teachers of color will comprise only 5% of the United States 
teaching force and that “85% of the nation’s teachers will ... be white, 
mainstream, and largely female” (Banks, 1991, p. 136). This teaching force 
that is largely white and middle class will work with “students who differ 
from them racially, culturally, and in social class status” (Banks, 1991, p. 
136). These contrasting profiles for teachers and students make it crucial 
for teacher education to both recruit more people of color into the teaching 
profession and help all teachers gain the knowledge, skills, and disposi- 
tions to work effectively with students from diverse racial, cultural, and 
social class groups (Banks, 1991; Boyer & Baptiste, 1996; Darling- 
Hammond, 1995; Ladson-Billings, 1995). The demographic profile of the 
teacher education professoriate makes it especially critical for teacher edu- 
cation to accomplish these important tasks. Approximately 93% of teacher 
educators are white, 3% are African American, 3% are Hispanic, and 1% 
are American Indians, Alaskan natives, and other people of color com- 
bined (American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education [AACTE], 
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1987). There is no indication that these figures have changed markedly in 
the last decade. 

□ Need for multicultural education 

Ample evidence exists that the quality of education differs for stu- 
dents of differing race, ethnicity, and social class in the United States (e.g., 
Larkin & Sleeter, 1995; Rios, 1993). African American, Hispanic Ameri- 
can, and Native American students score lower on standardized tests and 
drop out of school at higher rates than European American students (e.g., 
Garcia, 1995; Lomawaima, 1995; Snipp, 1995). According to Darling- 
Hammond (1995): 

As a consequence of structural inequalities in access to knowl- 
edge and resources , students from racial and ethnic * minority ’ 
groups in the United States face persistent and profound barri- 
ers to educational opportunity. ...Documentation of and serious 
policy attention to these ongoing systematic inequalities are criti- 
cal for improving the quality and outcomes of education for all 
students. Without acknowledgment that students experience very 
different educational realities, policies will continue to be based 
on the presumption that it is students, not their schools or class- 
room circumstances, that are the sources of unequal educational 
attainment. — p. 465 

Changes in teacher education are needed to meet the challenges of 
unequal educational opportunities and differing cultural backgrounds of 
teachers and students. Too often we assume that teachers will learn strate- 
gies to work with students from diverse cultural backgrounds without re- 
ceiving specific, careful instruction. Often prospective teachers assume that 
they will teach in middle level schools like they attended when they were 
students and that their students will come from backgrounds similar to their 
own. What is most likely is that in the course of their careers, the majority 
of teachers will work with students who are from different racial and social 
class backgrounds than their own. Further, the typical race and social class 
backgrounds of teacher educators make it unlikely that adequate knowl- 
edge, skills, and dispositions for working with students from diverse cul- 
tural groups will be provided in teacher education programs unless 
multicultural issues become a specific focus. 

□ NCATE and multicultural education 

The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 
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(NCATE) is responsible for setting standards for teacher education pro- 
grams in the United States. Since 1979, NCATE has required institutions 
applying for accreditation to “show evidence of planning for multicultural 
education in their curricula” (Gollnick, 1991, p. 226). NCATE has steadily 
expanded the requirements for multicultural education over the past 15 
years (Gollnick, 1995). The 1992 NCATE standards included the follow- 
ing requirements: 

• The initial teacher preparation program must provide knowl- 
edge about and appropriate skills in... cultural influences on 
learning. ...Courses and experiences ensure the development 
of ...[and] knowledge of different learning styles. 

• The unit [i.e., the school, college, or department of educa- 
tion] provides for study and experiences that help education 
students understand and apply appropriate strategies for in- 
dividual learning needs, especially for culturally diverse 
. . . .populations. 

• The curriculum for professional studies component(s) incor- 
porates multicultural and global perspectives. — p. 50 

Further, the 1992 NCATE standards require that “education students par- 
ticipate in field-based and/or clinical experiences with culturally diverse 
and exceptional populations” (p. 51) and that both the student body and 
faculty in teacher eduction programs be culturally diverse. The National 
Middle School Association/NCATE- Approved Teacher Education Curricu- 
lum Guidelines do not directly address multicultural issues since institu- 
tions submitting their middle level teacher preparation programs for re- 
view by NMSA must also meet the above NCATE multicultural standards. 

□ Middle level teacher education and multicultural education 

There is a growing acknowledgment among middle level educators 
of the importance of multicultural education. In a major review of litera- 
ture on middle level teacher education, Williamson (1996) included a dis- 
cussion of multicultural education. He encouraged us to view multicultural 
education not “as the study of others, but as the study of us” (p. 388). 
Williamson concluded that as the student population becomes increasingly 
diverse, “the role of all schools is to accept those students, to work with 
them and their families in order to address their needs, and to ensure that 
all students are provided with the knowledge and skills to be successful 
contributing members of society” (Williamson, 1996, p. 388). 
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In addition, the work of Beane (1993) on middle school curriculum 
has emphasized the importance of not only curriculum integration and stu- 
dents’ involvement in curriculum decisions but also issues of equity and 
social justice in education. In California, a strong example of a middle 
level teacher education program that integrates multicultural education into 
initial teacher preparation can be found at California State University San 
Marcos (McDaniel, Stowell, Rios, & Christopher, 1994; Stowell, McDaniel, 
& Rios, 1995). CSU San Marcos is a new university located in North San 
Diego County; its middle level teacher education program was developed 
by a group of five university and seven public school faculty members dur- 
ing the 1991-1992 academic year. The CSU San Marcos middle level pro- 
gram models curriculum integration in each of the two semesters of the 
post-baccalaureate program. Multicultural education is a theme that runs 
throughout the program. In the second semester a course on multicultural 
education is integrated throughout course and field work for prospective 
teachers. Stowell, McDaniel, and Rios (1995) provided a detailed descrip- 
tion of the program’s thematic units, including sample topics and activities 
and the major theoretical foundations on which the program is based. 

□ Effective multicultural teacher education 

Ladson-Billings (1995) and Zeichner (1992) described key elements 
of effective multicultural teacher education. These elements include proce- 
dures for admission to teacher education programs, exploration of prospec- 
tive teachers’ attitudes and identities concerning their own and other ethnic 
and cultural groups, topics and instructional strategies to include in teacher 
education courses, and design of field experiences in communities and 
schools. One aspect of an effective multicultural teacher education pro- 
gram is helping prospective teachers develop a clearer conception of their 
own ethnic and cultural identities. This can be important in understanding 
the cultural perspective of others. Multicultural education for prospective 
and practicing teachers must help teachers understand the histories and 
contributions of various cultural groups, the characteristics and learning 
styles of various groups and individuals, and ways to identify and deal with 
prejudice, racism, and sexism in the classroom. In addition, multicultural 
teacher education should help teachers learn about the specific communi- 
ties from which their students come. This information helps teachers gain a 
clearer understanding of who their students are and improve their ability to 
communicate successfully with both students and families. Effective 
multicultural teacher education helps teachers understand the relationship 
between particular teaching methods and the preferred interaction and learn- 
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ing styles students may be familiar with at home and in their communities. 
Further, it is important for teacher education to include teaching strategies 
and assessment techniques that are sensitive to students’ cultural and lin- 
guistic characteristics and methods of instruction and assessment that can 
be adapted to build upon students’ cultural resources. 

The elements of field experiences Ladson-Billings (1995) and Zeichner 
(1992) presented are essential to effective multicultural teacher education. 
They advocate: 

...exposure [of prospective teachers] to examples of successful 
teaching of ethnic- and language-minority students , opportuni- 
ties [ to] complete community field experiences with adults and! 
or children of other ethnocultural groups with guided reflec- 
tions, and opportunities for practicum and/or student teaching 
experiences in schools serving ethnic- and language-minority 
students. — p. 753 

Field experiences in diverse classroom settings are crucial. However, 
some studies indicate that experiences of white middle class prospective 
teachers in diverse field experiences can reinforce the teachers’ initial nega- 
tive preconceptions about poor students and students or color (Ladson-Bill- 
ings, 1995). Careful selection of field placements, good quality supervi- 
sion, and opportunities for debriefings and guided reflections can help pre- 
vent such reinforcement of prospective teachers’ initial prejudices. 

□ Multicultural teacher education strategies 

Many approaches to multicultural education can be found in the lit- 
erature that are appropriate for middle level teacher education even though 
they have not been used exclusively in middle level schools. Several ap- 
proaches to multicultural teacher education are described in the book ed- 
ited by Larkin and Sleeter (1995). For example, Sleeter (1995) described 
assignments and activities she has used with European American prospec- 
tive teachers to help them understand the significance of culture in teach- 
ing. Another book (Ladson-Billings, 1994) described the instruction of sev- 
eral teachers who have been successful teachers of African American chil- 
dren. An excellent approach to improving education through multicultural 
processes is presented by Jacob (1995). She described a process to help 
teachers use concepts from anthropology to examine their own practice 
and to identify and solve problems where particular teaching practices may 
have inhibited the learning or performance of students. 
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Two programs developed at the Lawrence Hall of Science at the Uni- 
versity of California, Berkeley are excellent for mathematics multicultural 
education: EQUALS is designed to help teachers, counselors, and admin- 
istrators encourage girls and students of color to participate in mathematics 
courses and activities (Kreinberg, 1989) and Family Math helps increase 
mathematics participation through programs in which parents and children 
learn mathematics together (Kreinberg, 1989; Stenmark, Thompson, & 
Cossey, 1986). Clewell, Anderson, and Thorpe (1992) described many pro- 
grams to help female and minority students succeed in mathematics and 
science. In reading, the Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) 
was designed to improve the reading achievement of native Hawaiian chil- 
dren (Au & Jordan, 1981; D’ Amato, 1993). These are a small fraction of 
the many strategies that have been published to improve education for class- 
rooms with diverse cultural groups. 

□ Conclusion 

Many middle level teacher preparation programs come from what 
Zeichner and Liston (1990) termed a developmentalist tradition of teacher 
education practice, stressing instruction based on teachers’ understanding 
of their students, the students’ developmental readiness, and the content 
under study. A potential weakness of teacher education programs that fit 
within a developmentalist tradition is that too little attention may be di- 
rected at issues of equity and justice. In this time of increasing ethnic, ra- 
cial, and economic diversity in the nation as a whole, middle level teacher 
education can ill afford to assume that the current level of attention to 
multicultural issues in teacher education programs is sufficient. Although 
many teachers and teacher educators within middle level education have 
worked to create equal educational opportunities for all students, much 
more must be done. A large and quickly growing base of research and theory 
from multicultural education can help us continue our quest to improve the 
education of young adolescents. ® 
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M any of America's urban middle school students have been placed 
at risk of falling far short of their academic potential. Among 
the most often-cited factors that place youth in danger of school 
failure are poverty, unstable or abusive home situations, peers and role 
models who provide anti-academic or antisocial pathways, feelings of dis- 
trust or alienation toward school personnel, limited English skills, and mis- 
matches between students’ developmental needs and the services, curricu- 
lum, and instruction provided by schools. The presence of even one serious 
risk factor jeopardizes a child’s likelihood of persisting and succeeding in 
school, and as risk factors become multiple so do the threats to academic 
success. 

Whether one considers students placed at risk or those enjoying more 
advantaged and supportive environments, all middle school students ex- 
hibit some common traits and needs during the tumultuous developmental 
stage of early adolescence. Young adolescents have definite physical, so- 
cial, cognitive, and emotional needs as they begin their initiation into adult- 
hood (Irvin, 1992). Bodies are changing rapidly and dramatically, often 
threatening individuals’ feelings of self-esteem (Wavering, 1995). The de- 
sire for peer interaction and peer acceptance is great as individuals are form- 
ing identifies and ideas about appropriate attitudes and behaviors (Spear, 
1992). The transition from purely concrete thinking to abstract and reflec- 
tive reasoning is taking place but will be strong and smooth only with 
nurturance and guidance (Irvin, 1992; Spear, 1992). Feelings of confidence, 
optimism, and motivation can emerge in certain settings, but uncertainty, 
pessimism, and resignation can emerge in other circumstances (Davies, 
1995; Thomason and Thompson, 1992). 
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Although these physical, social, cognitive, and emotional traits and 
needs characterize all young adolescents, some are especially salient for 
students placed at risk, and schools can play especially important roles in 
helping at-risk students navigate the turbulent waters of early adolescence. 
The scarcity of (1) resources, (2) positive role models, (3) high-quality 
learning opportunities, and (4) guidance and emotional support that often 
characterizes the lives of at-risk students increases the danger that these 
young people will have great troubles as they encounter the challenges and 
self-doubt of the adolescent years. If left unaided, their troubles can be- 
come so great that these individuals never develop (1) proficiency in read- 
ing, writing, mathematics, and science, (2) confidence to explore and to 
take intellectual or social risks, (3) motivation to work hard for success, (4) 
feelings of worth and efficacy, and (5) aspirations and expectations for long- 
term educational, occupational, and personal accomplishment. By offering 
the proper educational and guidance opportunities and communally orga- 
nized learning environments, middle schools can do much to prevent this 
tragic sequence. Schools cannot remove all of the obstacles and uncer- 
tainty of adolescence. They cannot ameliorate all of the societal and per- 
sonal factors that place so many children at risk. But they can provide ap- 
propriate learning opportunities and school organization, as well as sys- 
tematic and pervasive guidance, nurturance, and support to help students 
through these challenges and uncertainties. 

As researchers and practitioners have come to understand the unique 
traits and needs of middle school students more fully, they have also at- 
tempted to customize school organization, curriculum, and pedagogy to 
suit students' traits and needs. In the remainder of this chapter, we describe 
some of these aspects of organization, curriculum, and pedagogy, explain- 
ing the ways in which they are responsive to the needs of urban middle 
school students. We then describe our own efforts in incorporating these 
aspects into a model which we call the Talent Development Middle School. 
Finally, we highlight some of the early findings of the Talent Development 
Middle School's effects on student motivation and achievement. 



□ Promising Practices for Urban Middle Schools: □ 
School Organization, Curriculum, and Pedagogy 

The 1990s have been filled with promising efforts aimed at nurturing and 
educating middle school students that are of particular relevance to urban 
schools serving large numbers of students placed at risk. A first set of ef- 
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forts includes the development and use of cooperative learning methods 
that embed peer tutoring into the daily routine of classroom life and that 
create positive peer pressure and peer support for achievement. A second 
set includes detracking and an awareness of the course sequences and gate- 
ways that historically have been somewhat covert but highly influential in 
sorting students and determining future opportunities. A third set includes 
semi-departmentalization and interdisciplinary teams of teachers. While 
the world of educational theory and practice is fdled with fads, it seems 
likely that these three sets of efforts will display some real effectiveness 
and staying power because they are firmly rooted in an increasingly nu- 
anced understanding of the psychology and sociology of urban education. 
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□ Cooperative learning 

Cooperative learning refers to a variety of teaching methods in which 
students work in small groups to help each other master subject matter 
content and skills. Effective cooperative learning methods incorporate group 
goals and individual accountability (Cohen, 1994; Slavin, 1995). In con- 
trast to traditional pedagogy in which only the teacher supervises and in- 
structs, cooperative learning involves a shifting of authority from the teacher 
to the students, who become largely responsible for their teammates' effort 
and understanding during team study periods. The methods are responsive 
to the needs of middle school students, as they allow for peer interaction 
and offer opportunities for self-direction and autonomy. These methods 
shift the focus of the inevitable peer pressures and interpersonal compari- 
sons of adolescence in positive directions which support effort and aca- 
demic achievement. 

Cooperative learning methods that incorporate group goals and indi- 
vidual accountability consistently increase student achievement and self- 
esteem, and they improve intergroup relations, acceptance of traditionally 
low status students, and peer support for achievement (Mac Iver & Reuman, 
1993; Slavin, 1995). As researchers have begun to examine the conditions 
under which cooperative learning works best, it has been shown that the 
effectiveness of cooperative learning is related to the time and effort dedi- 
cated to preparing students for the cooperative experience and for their 
roles as peer tutors to the other members of their teams. Although middle 
school students usually respond favorably to opportunities to interact with 
peers during learning activities, they often lack social skills and strategies 
for resolving conflicts, staying on task, and involving all teammates (Will- 
iams, Harris, & Hayakawa, 1995). To realize the greatest possible benefits 
of cooperative learning, it is important to work explicitly with students in 
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developing skills for basic communication, conflict resolution, peer tutor- 
ing, and task completion (Fuchs, Fuchs, Bentz, Phillips, & Hamlett, 1994; 
Meloth & Deering, 1994; Webb & Farivar, 1994). 

□ Detracking and an awareness of course sequences 
and gateways 

Tracking refers to the practice of assigning students to instructional 
groups or course sequences on the basis of prior achievement or perceived 
ability. Several decades of research have documented the prevalence of 
tracking in American middle and high schools, and have investigated both 
the determinants of track placements and the effects of tracking. As Hal li nan 
(1994a) summarized, a combination of survey research and case studies 
support the following conclusions about tracking: 

1 . In practice, track placements are usually based not only on academic 
considerations (such as grades, test scores, teachers' and counselors' 
recommendations, and course prerequisites) but also on nonacademic 
considerations (such as course conflicts, extracurricular schedules, 
and teacher and curricular resources). As a result, track levels are rarely 
homogeneous with respect to achievement and the distribution of 
achievement in any one track overlaps considerably with the distribu- 
tion in adjacent tracks. 

2. Schools vary in the set of factors which guide track placements. Thus, 
track assignments depend, in part, on the schools that students attend. 

3. A greater proportion of minority and low-income students are assigned 
to the lower tracks, as compared to white and higher-income students. 
When academic achievement is controlled, these tendencies decrease, 
but do not disappear. 

4. Quality and quantity of instruction increases with the level of the track, 
resulting in gross inequalities in students' access to knowledge, in- 
structional resources, and well-qualified teaching. 

5. Students in higher tracks learn more and at a faster pace than do those 
in lower tracks. 

6. Tracking provides no learning advantages over heterogeneous group- 
ing for students in the middle of the achievement range. 

The cumulative body of research is fairly unified in stating that track- 
ing as it usually has been implemented is inequitable, and harmful at least 
to students placed in the lowest tracks. Related research has shown that 
opportunities for taking some key courses during middle school - such as 
eighth grade algebra - have strong consequences for enrollment opportuni- 
ties and trajectories in high school and beyond (Catsambis, 1994; Dauber, 

246 



Improving Urban Schools 



Alexander, & Entwisle, 1996; Stevenson, Schiller, & Schneider, 1994). In 
general, the past decade has brought a greater awareness among research- 
ers and educators about how certain middle school courses and course se- 
quences function as gateways for students' future opportunities. 

Opinions differ regarding whether an appropriate solution is to alter 
and fine-tune the way tracking is practiced (Gamoran, 1993; Gamoran, 
Nystrand, Berends, and LePore, 1995; Hallinan, 1994a, 1994b) or to aban- 
don the practice completely by detracking schools, thereby organizing stu- 
dents into classrooms that are heterogeneous with regard to prior achieve- 
ment and other characteristics which have generally been associated with 
tracking (Oakes, 1994a, 1994b). A moral argument can be made for 
detracking if one views separate as inherently unequal and if one believes 
that all students deserve exposure to the same high quality curriculum, in- 
struction, and opportunities to learn. 

□ Semi-departmentalization and interdisciplinary teams of 
teachers 

Middle school research and reform efforts have generated increasing 
excitement about the potential benefits of semi-departmentalization and 
interdisciplinary teaming. Efforts in these directions aim to change middle 
school organizational structures fundamentally, just as detracking efforts 
do. Semi-departmentalization is a faculty organization in which most teach- 
ers reduce their student load by 60% or 50% by teaching two or three sub- 
ject areas during the course of a school day rather than specializing in just 
one “department.” Interdisciplinary teaming is the assignment of common 
students and planning time to two or more teachers who teach different 
subjects so that they can coordinate content, schedules, special events, and 
parent conferences. 
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Semi-departmentalization. By seventh grade, most students in the 
U.S. are taught each of their academic subjects by a different (usually sec- 
ondary-certified) specialist in that subject (Epstein & Mac Iver, 1990). As 
a result, most teachers of seventh graders instruct five different sections of 
students every day. Unfortunately, when students have a different teacher 
for each of their academic subjects and when teachers are responsible for 
five different sections of students, teacher-student relations suffer com- 
pared to the closer and more positive relations found in schools with semi- 
departmentalized staffing (McPartland, 1987, 1990, 1992). The reason for 
this negative impact of departmentalization is clear. Compared to teachers 
who teach only two or three different sections of students, teachers who 
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teach five different sections of students cannot easily maintain close per- 
sonal contacts with, and detailed knowledge of, each student. The heavy 
load of students in departmentalized schools makes it less likely that teach- 
ers: 

. . .will come to know their students well, to feel that they are 
trustworthy, and to grant them autonomy ... [In departmental- 
ized settings], teachers may feel that it is difficult to affect the 
achievement of a large number of students, especially since 
they see them for a relatively small proportion of the school 
day, making it difficult to sustain feelings of efficacy. 

— Eccles & Midgley, 1988, p. 13; see also Eccles, Midgley, 
Wigfield, Buchanan, Reuman, Flanagan, & Mac Iver, 1993 

Departmentalization and its concomitants may be partly responsible 
for the consistent finding that middle level teachers’ attitudes and beliefs 
are typically more negative than those held by upper elementary level teach- 
ers (Eccles & Midgley, 1989; Eccles, Midgley, & Adler, 1984). For ex- 
ample, Midgley, Feldlaufer, and Eccles (1989) compared the beliefs of the 
teachers that students had for mathematics the year before and the year 
after the transition to junior high school. The junior high teachers rated 
students as less trustworthy than did the elementary teachers. Similarly, the 
junior high teachers believed that students needed to be controlled and dis- 
ciplined more strictly than did the elementary teachers. Finally, the junior 
high teachers felt significantly less efficacious than did the elementary school 
teachers. For example, they were less likely to endorse items such as “ I am 
certain I am making a difference in the lives of my students” (Midgley, 
Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). 

The classroom climate in departmentalized schools is affected by the 
increased negativity of teachers’ beliefs and attitudes. When students enter 
a departmentalized middle level school, both students and classroom ob- 
servers perceive the teachers to be less supportive, friendly, and fair than 
the elementary school teachers that the students had just a year earlier 
(Feldlaufer, Midgley, & Eccles, 1988). 

On the other hand, because departmentalized staffing permits teach- 
ers to concentrate their energies on one subject, they are better able to fo- 
cus on creating outstanding learning experiences and keeping up with the 
latest approaches in that subject area. This may result in higher quality 
instruction in departmentalized schools. In turn, the increases in instruc- 
tional quality that accompany departmentalization may lead to increases in 
student achievement unless the positive impact of departmentalization on 

245 



248 



Improving Urban Schools 



instructional quality is outweighed by the negative effects of departmental- 
ization on teacher- student relations and on other factors that influence stu- 
dent motivation and achievement. 

The positive effects of departmentalization on student achievement 
have been more persuasively documented (using the National Assessment 
of Educational Progress and the national NELS:88 survey) for seventh- 
and eighth-graders and for middle-class and upper-class students than for 
sixth-graders and economically-disadvantaged students (McPartland, 1987, 
1990, 1992). In fact, data on sixth-graders from the Pennsylvania Educa- 
tional Quality Assessment (EQA) and from eighth-graders in the lowest 
SES quartile of NELS:88 demonstrates that a departmentalized structure is 
not always associated with higher student achievement (Becker, 1987; 
McPartland, 1987, 1992). For example, although McPartland found that 
sixth-graders’ perceptions of the quality of instruction in science and social 
studies were higher when departmentalization was used, there was a nega- 
tive relation between the degree of departmentalization and the students’ 
average test scores in science and social studies (McPartland, 1987). 
Becker’s (1987) analyses of the EQA data suggested that the achievement 
of most sixth-grade students in most subjects is greater when they have 
fewer teachers (less departmentalization). He found that the detrimental 
effects of departmentalization on achievement are strongest for students 
from low and low-middle social backgrounds. Similarly, McPartland (1992) 
found no evidence of a significant positive impact of departmentalization 
on the achievement of eighth-graders from the lowest SES quartile in the 
NELS:88 sample. 

Interdisciplinary teams of teachers. Proponents of the middle school 
philosophy have long advocated organizing teachers into interdisciplinary 
teams. Alexander and George (1981) defined an interdisciplinary team or- 
ganization as “a way of organizing the faculty so that a group of teachers 
share (1) the responsibility for planning, teaching, and evaluating curricu- 
lum and instruction in more than one academic area; (2) the same group of 
students; (3) the same schedule; and (4) the same area of the building” (p. 
115). An interdisciplinary team organization is hypothesized to increase 
the student orientation of teachers: “Teachers talk about what they have in 
common, and when the teachers share the same students rather than the 
same academic discipline, the students are at the center of discussion and 
program planning” (p. 133). Because they teach the same group of stu- 
dents, team members can share student information and develop common 
strategies for meeting individual student needs or for dealing with prob- 
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lems. Furthermore, they can prepare for and conduct parent conferences as 
a team. 

Interdisciplinary teaming has been shown to increase students' feel- 
ings of attachment to teachers, peers, and the school and to partially ame- 
liorate the negative effects of departmentalization and heavy student loads 
on student-teacher relations (Arhar, 1992; Arhar & Kromrey, 1995, 
McPartland, 1992). Finally, data from a national sample of middle level 
schools indicate that when a school implements interdisciplinary teaming, 
teachers gain social support and understanding from their team members 
and students' problems are more quickly identified and resolved (Mac Iver 
& Epstein, 1991) . 

□ The Talent Development Middle School □ 

We, the authors of this chapter, are involved in a school improvement effort 
and research project which incorporates cooperative learning, detracking, 
interdisciplinary teaming, and semi-departmentalization into middle school 
education. The project is called the Talent Development Middle School. 
The first site is being operated and evaluated at Central East Middle School 
in Philadelphia. All efforts in the Talent Development Middle School are 
guided by a belief that all students can leam challenging academic material 
if the right types of support are given (Madhere & Mac Iver, 1996). 

Nine fundamental components define Talent Development Middle 
Schools. 1) A demanding standards-based core curriculum aimed at active 
student learning is provided for all students in heterogeneously-grouped 
classes. 2) Opportunities for extra help and enrichment are expanded through 
the use of cooperative learning and “extra dose” elective classes in math- 
ematics and reading. 3) A communal organization of the school is estab- 
lished that includes semi-departmentalization, two- or three-person inter- 
disciplinary teams, and small learning communities that endure for two or 
three years. 4) Students are assisted every year in setting goals, planning 
for the future, and systematically exploring educational and career options 
through a Career Exploration and Educational Decision-Making course that 
meets weekly. 5) An intensive transition program (involving eighth grad- 
ers as “older partners”) ensures a good start for students who are new to the 
school. 6) Growth-oriented evaluation practices are used that recognize 
individual improvement and progress towards high standards in addition 
to giving students realistic, unambiguous feedback concerning how their 
performance compares to national norms and performance standards. 7) 
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Students are assisted with personal problems and concerns such as sub- 
stance abuse, teenage parenthood, home difficulties, or poor attendance 
habits by integrating professional services at the school and through coor- 
dinated efforts by each student’s small learning community. 8) School-fam- 
ily-community partnerships are established. 9) Instruction is attentive to 
cultural patterns and norms, promotes cultural literacy, and helps students 
connect to and interpret cultural traditions. 

Cooperative learning is central to the way academic subjects and ca- 
reer exploration are taught in Talent Development schools. And within the 
cooperative learning activities, there is a focus on higher order competen- 
cies, attention to literature and lessons from a wide range of cultures, an 
attempt to generate strong and achievement-oriented norms and bonds, and 
evaluation that rewards progress as well as excellence. A detracked de- 
manding curriculum is made to work well for all students by the expanded 
opportunities for extra help and enrichment. Finally, the use of interdisci- 
plinary teams, semi-departmentalization, and multi-year small learning 
communities creates a communal organization within the school which sup- 
ports strong teacher-student bonds and addresses adolescents’ needs for 
affiliation. 
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□ Early Findings From (and the Ongoing Evaluation of) □ 
the Talent Development Middle School Initiative 

The effects of implementing the nine Talent Development Middle School 
components are being carefully evaluated at Central East Middle School 
by comparing student outcomes there to those obtained in a closely matched 
control school. Similar evaluations will be conducted at other schools when 
they fully implement the Talent Development Middle School model . Early 
implementation and outcome data have already been collected to examine 
the beginning effects of the Talent Development Reading\English\Language 
Arts (RELA) program at Central East. In this program, there is a total 
detracking of instruction, and Student Team Reading (STR) is used in RELA 
to focus the curriculum and instruction on excellent novels, many of which 
are award winners (e.g., Newberry, American Book Award, Coretta Scott 
King, American Library Association). Student Team Reading changes both 
the instructional processes and the curriculum in RELA to create a motiva- 
tional climate that is conducive to high achievement. Similarly, Student 
Team Writing is used in the Talent Development Program to get students to 
write often and to work cooperatively when planning, revising, and editing 
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their writing as they learn to give feedback to one another and use feedback 
that has been given. Large-scale middle school studies (Stevens & Durkin, 
1992) found that Student Team Reading and Student Team Writing pro- 
grams significantly improved the achievement of urban middle school stu- 
dents on standardized tests of reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, 
and language expression. 

Our initial implementation data from February, 1996 indicated that 
the teachers at Central East Middle School are well on their way to a strong 
implementation of Student Team Reading. Further, our February 1996 as- 
sessment of motivational outcomes indicates that STR implementation has 
produced RELA classrooms where peer support for achievement is high, 
where student-teacher relations are positive, where students give their best 
and work hard to master the content and meet adults’ standards, and where 
students are confident both in their ability to learn and in the future utility 
of what they are learning (Mac Iver & Plank, 1996). We have also found 
strong positive effects of STR at Central East on student achievement (Mac 
Iver, Plank, & Balfanz, 1997), and evaluations of the extra help (Mac Iver, 
Balfanz, & Plank, 1997); and career exploration (Mac Iver & Plank, 1997) 
components of the Talent Development model have also yielded encourag- 
ing initial findings. E 
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Service Learning and Young Adolescents: 
A Good Fit 



rom the perspective of the middle school practitioner concerned with 



service learning, perhaps the most significant research of the last 



twenty years deals, not with service learning or experiential educa- 
tion, but with young adolescent development. As more has been learned 
about the developmental characteristics of early adolescence, it has be- 
come evident that experiential learning, and in particular service learning, 
can respond to many of the developmental needs of this stage. 

In 1982, when the Early Adolescent Helper Program 1 was introduced 
in three New York City junior high and middle schools, service learning at 
the high school level was still far from common, and service learning ini- 
tiatives in the middle grades were scarcer still. Early adolescence had only 
recently been “discovered” as a discrete developmental stage; Joan Lipsitz’s 
(1977) influential book, Growing Up Forgotten , was published five years 
earlier, and the middle school movement had begun to grow. Researchers, 
practitioners, and policy makers were taking a fresh look at adolescence, 
and had begun to recognize that adolescence cannot be viewed as a single 
developmental stage, and that differentiating between early, middle, and 
late adolescence would increase our capacity to respond to the needs of this 
critical period. “Considerable insight is gained when we recognize that 
growth unfolds in a mildly predictable manner, and as a consequence, early 
adolescents are considerably different in temperament and ability from late 
adolescents” (Mitchell, 1986, p.91). 



1 A service learning program designed for the middle grades, the Helper Program 
is now the action arm of the National Helpers Network, based in New York City. 
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In 1983, the Center for Early Adolescence (CEA) compiled an inven- 
tory of eleven characteristics of the young adolescent, pairing each trait 
with a related developmental need. More recently, the Carnegie Council on 
Adolescent Development (1989), in its influential report, Turning Points: 
Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century , called attention to “the 
volatile mismatch between the organization and curriculum of middle grade 
schools and the intellectual and emotional needs of young adolescents” (p. 
8). A review of several of the items in the CEA’s (1983) list argued for the 
“fit” between service learning and the middle school program: 

Therefore they need ... 

...to explore who they are and 
what they can become. 

. . . many opportunities to achieve 
and have their competence recog- 
nized by others. 

... opportunities to form positive 
relationships and experiences with 
peers. 

. . . relationships with diverse adult 
role models. 

...to participate meaningfully in 
their communities. 

— P-2 

While some middle school educators initially had doubts about the 
suitability of service learning for their students, others recognized in ser- 
vice learning a way to provide new opportunities for growth. This latter 
group found affirmation in the research of the Center for Early Adoles- 
cence and of the pioneers of the middle school movement, who were ad- 
vocating a school structure that would take into account the curiosity, the 
restlessness, and the volatility of this time of transition. 

Although existing research on adolescent development suggested that 
service learning is indeed an appropriate undertaking for the middle school 
students, more information was needed. Parents, teachers, community mem- 
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. . . undergo rapid physical, 
social, emotional, and intellec- 
tual changes. 

. . . can be painfully self-conscious 
and critical. They are defining 
themselves, and they vary widely 
in maturity and ability. 

. . . identify with the peer group; 
they want to belong , and they are 
developing deepening friend- 
ships. 

. . . identify more maturely with 
their race, gender, and potential 
for employment. 

. . . are idealistic about social and 
religious issues. 



Service Learning and Young Adolescents 



bers, decision makers at every level, ask about the short- and long-term 
effects of these programs, about the impact on the community, and about 
taking students away from the traditional classroom. Researchers, educa- 
tors, and program planners sought answers to these questions and means to 
discover whether there were significant differences in outcome depending 
upon the kind of service in which youngsters engaged, and on whether the 
service learning was elective or required. This chapter will examine the 
limited research to date on service learning reporting first the incidence 
and nature of service learning programs and then information on the out- 
comes of service learning. 



O 
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□ Incidence and nature of service learning programs 

In a national survey (Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1992), the authors 
found that 61 % of teenagers (young people between the ages of 12 and 17) 
volunteered an average of 3.2 hours per week in 1991. Of these, however, 
only 25% reported that their service was school-related. What has been 
lacking until relatively recently is the kind of systematic research that is 
essential for program improvement - research that is often a critical factor 
in determining whether innovations are incorporated into our schools or 
remain disposable “add-ons.” Scant research and evaluation exist specifi- 
cally focused on service learning in the middle grades. As Switzer, Simmons, 
Dew, Regalski, and Nang (1995) pointed out, “there is an extensive litera- 
ture on prosocial behavior in general, and on altruism specifically. How- 
ever, much of the research has been conducted on adults or college stu- 
dents; fewer studies have involved young adolescents” (p. 429). Needed, 
too, are studies that compare the impact of service learning (here defined 
as hands-on service, combined with provision for structured preparation 
and ongoing reflection) with community service experiences that do not 
include the reflective component. 

Much of what we know or believe at the present time about service 
learning in the middle grades is based on anecdotal data or self-reporting 
by participants and adult leaders. For some time there has been an abun- 
dance of anecdotal information confirming the value of service learning, as 
well as a body of teacher and parent observations that suggest positive 
changes resulting from participation in service. Pre- and post-tests have 
been administered in numerous programs, and they provide some evidence 
that attitudinal change occurs, stereotyping is reduced, and self-efficacy is 
enhanced (Schine & Campbell, 1987; Search Institute, 1991; Shumer & 
Belbas, 1996). 
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□ Outcomes of service learning 

Concern for the growing number of “at-risk” youth, and what many 
perceive as a fraying social fabric, combined with renewed interest in “a 
youth development approach,” has led to exploration of the power of ser- 
vice learning as a protective factor. Some indication that participation in 
service may indeed contribute to a reduction of risk factors can be found in 
Search Institute’s study of 46,000 young people titled The Troubled Jour- 
ney , supported by the Lutheran Brotherhood through its RespecTeen pro- 
gram. Researchers found that youth who serve others are less likely to be 
involved in at-risk behaviors. Out of twenty at-risk indicators, boys who 
serve one or more hours per week average 2.9 indicators, compared to 3.4 
indicators for boys who spend no time serving. Girls who serve average 
2.2 indicators, compared to 2.9 indicators for non-servers. It is not clear, 
however, whether those who engaged in service were a self-selected popu- 
lation. 

Several studies currently under way are intended to explore the short- 
and long-term effects of service learning. 2 Some preliminary findings indi- 
cate that service learning does indeed produce positive outcomes. Criteria 
for success vary across programs, and it is safe to say that there is a need 
for more data and for rigorous research. 

Pressure is growing for information about the relationship of aca- 
demic achievement to participation in service learning. In a review of re- 
search articles and books Robert Shumer and Brad Belbas (1996) of the 
National Service-Learning Clearinghouse concluded that “we know much 
more than people usually describe when they talk about service 
programs. ..We know service learning has a rich history of evaluation and 
research. Tied to other areas, such as vocational education or community- 
based learning, we know it contributes significantly to development of self- 
esteem, to career awareness, and to academic connections between class- 
room and community” (p. 221). But, they acknowledged that “Although 
we know a lot about service learning, there is still much more to learn 
about service and its effect on learning” (p. 221). 

Spurred in part by the proliferation of service learning initiatives fol- 
lowing the passage of the National and Community Service Trust Act of 
1993, and the need to evaluate Learn and Serve America programs, funded 
by the Corporation for National Service, a number of studies are now un- 
der way. Richard Kraft (1996) cautioned: 

2 For a fairly comprehensive listing of current research and evaluation in service 
learning, see Search Institute: Proceedings from the Service Learning Summit , 
September 9-10 , 1995. Search Institute, Minneapolis, MN. 
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One of the major difficulties in evaluating or researching ser- 
vice-learning programs is the lack of agreement on what is meant 
by the term service learning and exactly what it is meant to ac- 
complish. Whereas some programs emphasize social growth , 
character development , or civic responsibility , others attempt 
to study psychological development and effects of programs on 
self-concept. Moral judgment studies have sought to evaluate 
the effects of service on moral and ego development , and other 
studies have attempted to measure the effects of service on the 
broader community. Perhaps the most difficult arena has been 
in the area of intellectual , cognitive , and academic effects. It 
has been difficult to design tight experiments to isolate the ef- 
fects of service on specific academic achievements. 

— pp. 142-143 

The Early Adolescent Helper Program, founded in 1982, and based 
until 1994 at the City University of New York’s Graduate Center, was the 
subject of a study by Galen Switzer and colleagues at the University of 
Pittsburgh in the 1992-93 school year. The study was limited to a seventh 
grade class in a single urban junior high school, but included students who 
were required to serve as tutors for younger children or students with lim- 
ited English proficiency or as helpers in a senior center, as well as a larger 
number who selected their own service projects from a list provided by the 
school. 

It was hypothesized that Helper Program participants (n=85) 
relative to nonparticipants (n=86), and especially boys , would 
show improvement in 4 domains: self-image , commitment to 
school and community , problem behavior ; and commitment to 
altruism. The results were gender specific : Participating boys 
showed positive changes in self-esteem , depressive affect , in- 
volvement , and problem behavior relative to other groups. The 
findings indicate that , with program modifications to augment 
potential benefits to girls , Helper programs might become an 
important mechanism in producing positive life changes for ado- 
lescents. — Switzer, et al., 1995, p.429 

Middle school educators who work with service learning programs, and 
those who contemplate initiating service learning, may find it useful to 
take their cue from these findings, and examine strategies to augment the 
positive effects of participation for girls. These findings suggest, too, that 
planners will do well to consider how boys are enrolled in service learning 
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when the program is elective; although more systematic information is 
needed, it appears, from teacher reports, that in settings where participa- 
tion is voluntary - neither integrated into the academic curriculum nor re- 
quired as a separate activity - boys are customarily under-represented. 

Other lessons of interest to the middle school practitioner have begun 
to emerge from recent or ongoing research projects. Rahima Wade (1995), 
in a study of the experience of ten teachers in integrating service into the 
academic curriculum, found that “the rewarding aspects of teachers’ ser- 
vice-learning experiences included: student enthusiasm, motivation, car- 
ing, and learning; recognition from others (i.e. administrators, colleagues, 
parents, the media); and perceived benefits for the community” (p. 1). Wade 
found, too, that “the most problematic aspect is time: for planning projects 
and fitting service into the school day” (p. 1). Other problems cited echoed 
those mentioned in informal teacher reports from a variety of service learn- 
ing programs: difficulties in communicating with community agency rep- 
resentatives, limited finances and transportation, and lack of collegial and 
administrative support. 

At this writing, Search Institute, with a grant from the W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation, is leading an effort to coordinate service learning research, 
and has developed an open network of a dozen or more organizations and 
scholars. Search Institute’s emphasis is on K-12, but the network includes 
researchers in university and college-based service learning. In addition, 
Brandeis University’s Center for Human Resources has undertaken a com- 
prehensive study of Learn and Serve America, the K-12 program of the 
Corporation for National Service. With this growth in systematic study of 
the rich variety of service learning efforts, practitioners can look forward 
to expanding their knowledge of effective programs. 
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Home-School Partnerships: 
A Critical Link 



M any educators agree that parental involvement in schools is de- 
sirable and has positive impact on students’ levels of achieve- 
ment and behavior in school. What is less understood are the 
depths of benefits and the roles educators can play in influencing levels of 
family involvement in specific middle level school programs. 

Education Secretary Richard Riley (1996) said, “Thirty years of re- 
search shows that when family and community members are directly in- 
volved in education, children achieve better grades and higher test scores, 
have much higher reading comprehension, graduate at higher rates, are more 
likely to enroll in higher education, and are better behaved” (p. 1). As edu- 
cators, we tend to agree with Secretary Riley’s statement, but throw our 
hands up in resignation when parents neglect to show up for conferences 
and workshops. It would seem more productive to analyze why the parents 
are not involved and build a partnership program which will be appealing 
to a wide range of family structures and backgrounds. This article presents 
the best thinking concerning reasons for noninvolvement as well as the 
research findings of specific benefits which can be experienced through 
high levels of parent involvement. Successful parental involvement pro- 
grams are described and key elements and practices are listed. 

□ Barriers to involvement 

Reasons for noninvolvement are as many and varied as there are fami- 
lies. Some parents, quite simply, do not understand how vital their involve- 
ment is to the academic success of their children. They want what is best 
for their children, but may not understand the level of involvement and 
support that is necessary. Other parents probably were not particularly en- 
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amored with schooling as adolescents themselves, and they may find it 
distasteful to return to the school as adults. The school system and its edu- 
cators may intimidate parents with more expensive clothes, different vo- 
cabularies, or different language and customs. Parents may be distrustful 
of professionals who have never experienced life as they know it. Addi- 
tionally, some parents just do not have the time or energy to become active 
in school functions. The Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development 
(1996) described the difficulties: 

. . job and career demands , the rigid boundaries between work 
and home life , and the frequent claims on their time and re- 
sources from aging parents or younger children , among other 
constraints. Existing school policies and teacher attitudes , in 
addition , have long discouraged the involvement or accepted 
the absence of parents in school activities beyond the elemen- 
tary school years. - pp. 21-22 

In their study of parent involvement barriers, Leitch and Tangri (1988) 
found that parents cited such reasons as “health problems, economic dif- 
ferences between themselves and teachers, and work responsibilities. Par- 
ents also said they felt that teachers looked down on them for not being as 
successful as teachers” (p. 74). One third of reporting parents said that they 
had not been asked to do anything for or with the school. 

It is especially difficult for single and working parents to become 
involved. As more mothers have joined the work force, the traditional means 
of school-home communication have become less effective and successful. 
The Educational Testing Service (ETS) (1992) reported that “one in five 
children live in a single-parent family, . . . more than double the proportion 
in 1965” (p. 2). Gough (1991) found that 60% of students live in homes 
where the lone parent or both parents work. Yet, test results examined by 
ETS showed that students with two parents in the home scored consider- 
ably higher on achievement tests than those with one parent. The differ- 
ence remained even after considering the fact that single-parent families, 
on average, have lower income and less education (ETS, 1992). 

Unfortunately, parent involvement enjoyed by elementary schools 
tends to decrease as students move from elementary to middle level schools 
(Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989; Epstein, 1987). Par- 
ents feel less able to help with their middle level student’s school work and 
express a desire for more leadership and guidance from teachers (Dauber 
& Epstein, 1989). Many parents also become intimidated by conferences 
where they are faced by four or five teaching team members. The very 
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structure of most middle level schools discourages many parents from re- 
maining involved in their children’s educations (Berla, 1991). 

These changes in school, family, and society make it even more vital 
that parents and schools collaborate, but make it more difficult to do so 
(Coleman, 1987; Comer, 1986; Johnston, 1990; Takanishi, 1993). It, there- 
fore, is imperative that middle level educators develop alternate means for 
enhancing home-school partnerships in their school communities. 

□ Benefits from parent involvement 

All students seem to benefit from parental involvement in the school, 
but the effects are more significant and longer lasting for children of the 
involved parents. Students whose parents are involved report increased mo- 
tivation and understand school as being important to them. These students 
experience higher levels of achievement, are less likely to drop out, have 
fewer absences from school, and maintain better relationships with their 
parent(s). Epstein and Herrick (1991) found that students who worked with 
their parents on Summer Home Learning Packets completed more learning 
activities and achieved better than expected in school the following fall. 

Parent involvement makes a difference in the academic achievement 
of middle level students. As a matter of fact, Henderson (1991) went so far 
as to say that “the single most important determinant of a child’s success in 
school, and ultimately throughout life, is not family status, education level, 
income or IQ. It is whether that child’s parents are involved in his or her 
education” (p. 6). In elementary schools with high levels of parent involve- 
ment, children did better in reading comprehension. The average reading 
scores of fourth graders were 26 points below the national average where 
involvement was low, but 17 points above the national average where par- 
ent involvement was high (National Center for Education Statistics, 1996). 

According to the 1992 National Assessment of Education Progress, 
90% of the differences in math achievement were attributable to factors 
which can be controlled in the home: student absences, reading materials 
available in the home, reading aloud with children, and the amount of tele- 
vision watching (Lewis, 1995). The National Education Longitudinal Study 
(NELS:88) showed that proficiency scores of eighth graders in reading and 
math were related to parental involvement (Horn & West, 1992). Parent 
and community involvement indisputably improves student motivation and 
achievement and reduces dropout rates and delinquency (see, for example, 
Coleman, 1987; Comer, 1986; Henderson, 1988; Henderson & Berla, 1994; 
Moles, 1994). Henderson and Berla (1994) stated that “the most accurate 
predictor of a student’s achievement in school is not income or social sta- 
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tus, but the extent to which that student’s family is able to: 1) create a home 
environment that encourages learning, 2) express high (but not unrealistic) 
expectations for their children’s achievement and future careers, and 3) 
become involved in their children’s education at school and in the commu- 
nity” (p.l). 

Involved parents feel more comfortable with teachers and the school 
program. Their children do better academically and they get more accurate 
and frequent information from the school. Involved parents more likely 
know how to help their middle school children at home, understand cur- 
ricular requirements, and are more apt to attend school functions and meet- 
ings. 

Schools with strong parent involvement programs report receiving 
more information and backing from the home. Teachers who form parent 
partnerships benefit from higher student achievement gains and stronger 
home support. Students are then more likely to do homework and to per- 
ceive school as being important. Parents are more apt to believe teachers 
and schools to be effective and to support school reform initiatives (Ruth- 
erford & Billig, 1995; Tracy, 1995). 

□ Programs and models 

Over the past fifteen years, several effective programs and models for 
building and maintaining home-school partnerships have been developed, 
implemented, and evaluated. Two of the more notable specific models of 
parent involvement were designed by Joyce Epstein (1987) and Janet 
Chrispeels (1992). Both authors acknowledged that family involvement 
does and should include various roles and responsibilities on the parts of 
family members and school personnel. 

Epstein’s model (Epstein & Connors, 1992) included the following 
components: 

1. Basic obligations of parents - responsibilities of parents to ensure 
their children’s health and safety; supervision, discipline and guid- 
ance of the children; and building of an environment which supports 
school learning and appropriate behavior. 

2. Basic obligations of schools - the school’s responsibilities of com- 
municating about school programs and student progress 

3. Parent involvement in school - parent support of and attendance at 
performances, events, workshops and other programs offered by the 
school. It also includes parent volunteers in the school. 

4. Parent involvement at home - parent monitoring and assistance with 
learning activities at home which coordinate with class work. 
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5. Parent involvement in school governance and advocacy - parent in- 
volvement in school advisory committees, PTO/PTA organizations, 
and/or groups which monitor school improvement programs. 

6. Collaborations and exchanges with the community - community mem- 
bers and young adolescents building working relationships. 

Chrispeels (1992) described parental involvement in terms of an hier- 
archical configuration. Implementation of lower levels would foster par- 
ticipation at the higher levels. She described the following involvement 
roles: 

1. Co-communicators - communications between home and school. 

2. Co-supporters - parents and educators working together to support 
learning at home and school. 

3. Co-learners - educators and parents attending or presenting work- 
shops to promote understanding. 

4. Co-teachers - educators provide parents and students with home learn- 
ing activities and strategies. 

5 . Co-decision-makers - school personnel and parent collaborate on edu- 
cational decisions. 

Many middle level schools report involvement on the first two levels 
of both models, but few enjoy more complex home-school partnerships 
(Dietz, 1992; Leiderman, 1996). 

Various other models for involvement are described in Educational 
Leadership , April 1996; Schools in the Middle , Winter, 1992; Phi Delta 
Kappan , January 1991; For Our Children: Parents and Families in Educa- 
tion, Results of the National Parent Involvement Summit, April 1992, Na- 
tional PTA; International Journal of the W.K. Kellogg Foundation , Vol- 
ume 3, number 2 (to order the publication write to W.K. Kellogg Founda- 
tion, Media Resources Division, P.O.Box 5196, Battle Creek, MI 49016. 
No date is given for the publication). Several models are described in sources 
listed in the references. Factors consistent among the models are that schools 
assess the effectiveness of their own efforts at developing home-school 
partnerships, determine why uninvolved parents are not assuming a role in 
school activities, build a rationale and commitment for getting the parents 
and families involved, and make a concerted and unflagging effort to reach 
all families. 

□ Key elements and practices 

While parent involvement begins with reading at home, it expands as 
childhood gives way to adolescence. Information regarding effective 
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parenting, characteristics of young adolescents, study skills, and new cur- 
ricular demands is necessary for families of middle level students. Young 
adolescents seem to dislike parental interference, but the adolescent stage 
is precisely when the need for parental roles is amplified. Although many 
young adolescents voice a distaste for parent involvement, the majority 
cherish it. 

Researchers (see, for example, Becker & Epstein, 1982; Berla, 1992; 
Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1996; Chrispeels, 1991; 
Epstein & Herrick, 1991; Foster-Harrison & Peel 1995; Leiderman, 1996; 
Rutherford & Billig, 1995; Rutherford, Billig & Kettering, 1995; Tracy, 
1995) recommended the following practices to enhance home-school part- 
nerships: 

1. Schools actively work to involve parents and keep them informed 
about school policies and events. Goals and policies regarding parent 
involvement should be needs-driven, and legitimized by being clearly 
written, easily understood, evaluated often, and administratively sup- 
ported. 

2. Parents are actually recruited for involvement in programs through 
various means. In addition to newsletters, brochures, and phone calls, 
educators employ home visits, personal invitations, media blitzes, 
agency referrals, clergy and community participation, and family learn- 
ing centers to solicit family involvement. Parent recognition programs 
are developed with the support of local businesses and other organi- 
zations. 

3. Communications such as conferences, orientations, newsletters, per- 
sonal notes, and phone calls are frequent and supported by school 
policy, procedure, leadership, and allocated resources. Telecommu- 
nications and video tapes are used effectively. Homework, calendar, 
and bilingual hot lines are used. Educators acknowledge various fam- 
ily structures, work schedules, and ethnic and cultural backgrounds. 
Translators are provided if needed. Transportation for non-mobile 
parents is provided as is child care for students and siblings. 

4. Middle level schools establish practices and staffing patterns that en- 
courage and support home-school partnerships. Practices are open, 
friendly, and welcoming. Schools establish a parent liaison position. 
Parents are familiar with and understand the various roles they can 
play in the home-school partnership. Parents feel comfortable in the 
school and benefit from a place in the school where they can work 
(i.e. a parents’ center or resource room). Educators analyze the cul- 
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ture of the school to determine how welcoming they really are to 
parents and community members. Conferences are held with collabo- 
rative rather than confrontational attitudes and procedures. Round 
tables, for example, are more conducive to collaborative efforts than 
rectangular tables where teachers sit on one side and parents on the 
other. c 

5. Educators market the importance of middle level education and build 
opportunities for businesses and community groups to interact mean- 
ingfully with young adolescents. Schools develop means for commu- 
nity, business, and agency representatives to support the school pro- 
gram. 

6. Schools provide parents with information and strategies to enhance 
their youngsters’ academic success. Parents learn how to support their 
children’s learning at home, even when the work becomes difficult. 
They learn why their support is so crucial and how to support their 
children’s learning within their own constraints. They learn about 
young adolescent growth and development, signs of physical and 
mental distress, ways of promoting healthful life-styles, and means 
of preventing risky behaviors and relationships. 

7. Parents, community members, and students are included in decisions 
about curriculum and instruction. 

8. Staff development about family involvement practices is provided for 
teachers. Training for parent/community volunteers and leaders is 
recommended. Teachers understand the importance of home-school 
relationships and can articulate rationale and effective practices to 
parents. Teachers develop and maintain attitudes and behaviors that 
welcome and encourage family involvement. 

□ Conclusions 

Educators frequently complain that “it’s always the parents who are 
involved who don’t need to be, and the parents who aren’t involved who 
need to be.” This dilemma is not a coincidence. Parent involvement itself 
affects student achievement. In the past, though, we have tended to blame 
student lack of ambition, motivation, or achievement on the neglectful par- 
ent and assume there was nothing we could do. Research has shown other- 
wise. With a sincere commitment to increasing parent involvement and an 
acceptance of the changes in family structures, schools can create home- 
school partnerships which meet the needs and constraints of all involved. 
We cannot afford NOT to have family involvement. Middle level educa- 
tors must find ways and means to build strong partnerships, thus insuring 
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our own success in helping our students to reach their potentials. We can- 
not do it alone. It is time to admit to ourselves that “Trying to educate the 
young without help and support from the home is akin to trying to rake 
leaves in a high wind” (Gough, 1991, p. 339). m 
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Organizational Trends and Practices in 
Middle Level Schools 



H istorians are quick to remind us that the value of history lies not in 
the documentation of the past per se, but in the manner with which 
an understanding of the past informs the future. Therein lies the 
goal of this chapter- What significant organizational trends in middle level 
education inform future practice? The importance of understanding the past 
and present to prepare for the future is evident. Contemporary futurist Joel 
Barker even described this ability as a key leadership skill. He said that a 
role of the school leader is to “visit” the future and report what you have 
observed (Barker, 1992). 

This chapter provides a research summary of three middle level orga- 
nizational trends and offers thoughts about the implications of those trends 
for current practice. The organizational trends selected for this chapter in- 
clude schools’ organizational grade patterns, enrollment, and schedules. 
The chapter also suggests three research reports for the professional library 
- reports that provide more detail about trends discussed in this chapter 
and other issues frequently faced by middle level practitioners. 

□ Organizational grade patterns 

Our analysis of critical information that informs the current era of 
middle level education begins with the general issue of organizational grade 
patterns, in other words, what grades should be grouped together for opti- 
mum effectiveness. We begin our analysis of grade patterns with data from 
William Alexander’s seminal study of middle schools. In 1967-68 Alexander 
(1968) identified 1,101 middle schools across the United States. These num- 
bers did not include schools with grades 7-8 and 7-8-9. However, the study 
has been recognized as the first major national analysis of middle schools. 
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Since 1967, the number of middle schools has grown steadily. In 1981, 
Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe (1981) reported 4,094 schools with 
grade patterns 5-8 or 6-8. Fifteen years later, McEwin, Dickinson, and 
Jenkins (1996) reported data from 7,378 schools. During the same time 
span, the 7-8-9 junior high organizational pattern declined dramatically, 
dropping from a high of 67% of the approximately 7000 schools in 1965 
(Rock &Hemphill, 1966) to 33% of the 12,226 schools in 1981 (Valentine, 
Clark, Nickerson, & Keefe, 1981) and then to 19% of 12,100 schools in 
1992 (Valentine et al., 1993). Simply stated, the past three decades have 
been a meteoric rise of the “middle school” organizational pattern of 5-8 
and 6-8 and the demise of the 7-9 “junior high” pattern. In the most recent 
national study McEwin and associates (1996) reported 7,378 schools of 6- 
8 or 5-8 grade patterns and only 1,425 schools of 7-9 grade patterns, a 
thirty year drop from approximately 4,700 to 1,425. 

With such a drastic grade pattern shift, researchers commonly asked 
school leaders why their schools transitioned to a 5-8 or 6-8 grade pattern. 
Alexander (1968) noted that the most common reason was to “adjust to 
enrollment needs.” However, by 1981 (Valentine et al., 1981) the most 
common response was “to provide a program best suited to the needs of the 
middle level age student.” That response continued as the most common 
through the eighties and nineties (Alexander & McEwin, 1989; Valentine 
et al., 1993; McEwin et al., 1996). Such data support the notion that middle 
level education of the nineties is more focused on programs designed to 
meet the needs of young adolescents than was the case three decades ago. 

Is a particular grade pattern viewed by educators as more appropriate 
for young adolescents than other grade patterns? That question was asked 
of principals in a 1966 national study (Rock & Hemphill, 1966) and has 
been repeated in each of the major national studies since that time. In 1966, 
a majority of principals believed that the 7-9 grade pattern was most appro- 
priate for young adolescents. By 1981, that belief shifted significantly, with 
54% favoring the 6-8 configuration (Valentine et al., 1981). The shift con- 
tinued into the nineties, with 72% favoring 6-8 by 1992 (Valentine et al., 
1993). 



□ Implications 

As McEwin et al. (1996) concluded, “increasing numbers of school 
districts across the nation are moving to the three-tier school organization 
which usually includes separately organized middle schools with grades 5- 
8 or 6-8. Decisions regarding grade organization are increasingly being 
made based on what is bestjforwoung adolescents rather than on expedi- 
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ency and tradition” (p. 131). Clearly, most middle level educators believe 
that a middle school organizational pattern is more appropriate for students 
than a junior high pattern. Therefore, if the overwhelming majority of school 
leaders from across the country who work with young adolescents is con- 
vinced that students are better served in this organizational structure, policy 
makers evaluating school effectiveness or considering reorganization should 
take note of this collective wisdom. 

□ School enrollment trends 

Trends in student enrollment in middle level schools also provide 
insight for current policy makers. In 1966, Rock and Hemphill reported 
that 43% of middle level schools served between 500 and 1,000 students, 
with 23% serving more than 1,000. In 1981, 49% of middle level schools 
enrolled between 400 and 800 students, with 13% having more than 1,000 
students (Valentine et al., 1981). By 1992 the numbers were 50% between 
400 and 800 and 16% above 1,000 (Valentine et al., 1993). McEwin et al. 
(1996) noted a similar increase between 1988 and 1993 of schools with 
very large enrollments. If this pattern continues, it has significant implica- 
tions for school programs. As McEwin et al. (1996) noted, “the trend to- 
ward larger middle schools raises concerns among those who question the 
ability of these larger schools to be developmental ly responsive to the needs 
of young adolescents” (p. 17). 

During this time of increasing enrollment, school leaders’ opinions 
about appropriate school size moved toward smaller enrollments. For ex- 
ample, in 1981 (Valentine et al.. 1981) 36% of principals favored school 
sizes between 600 and 800 students and 27% believed optimum size was 
between 400 and 600. By 1993 (Valentine et al., 1993) 27% favored the 
600-800 range and 41% favored the 400 to 600 range. Such beliefs are 
consistent with the general educational literature which supports down- 
sizing schools for effectiveness. 

□ Implications 

From the practical perspective of administering a school system, se- 
lecting optimal enrollment in a given school is difficult to manage. Shifting 
enrollment patterns, financial issues, facilities, and community values di- 
rectly affect school enrollment possibilities. However, efforts to down-size 
may be an issue worth pursuing. Middle level leaders support in unison the 
notion that “smaller is better.” Policy makers should consider both school 
enrollment as well as grade patterns when planning district reorganization 
or construction. 
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□ School schedule trends 

The school’s schedule should support instructional practices most ap- 
propriate for middle level students. The flexible, interdisciplinary block 
schedule commonly described in middle level literature can easily be con- 
fused with the “high school alternating-day block schedule” or 4 by 4 plans 
currently in vogue in secondary school reform. While those alternating 
blocks may be appropriate as a transition between a traditional departmen- 
talized schedule and a flexible interdisciplinary block schedule, little re- 
search or literature supports that type of schedule in lieu of the flexible- 
block schedule so long espoused by middle level educators. While varia- 
tions of the flexible block schedule are described in recent literature 
(Williamson, 1993), the flexible, interdisciplinary block schedule has be- 
come a trademark of middle level education. Our purpose in this chapter is 
not to argue for or against the worth of a particular schedule, but to address 
evident scheduling trends. 

Though strongly advocated for many years as the most appropriate 
instructional delivery system for middle level students, flexible block sched- 
ules are not the most common type of schedules in middle level schools 
across the country. In 1993, Valentine and associates reported traditional 
period-by-period schedules as most common. In 1966, McEwin and col- 
leagues were able to clarify just how pervasive daily periods of uniform 
length were. They were present in more than 85% of 6-7-8 middle schools. 
They found flexible block schedules present in approximately 40% of the 
sixth and seventh grades and 27% of the eighth grades of 6-7-8 schools. 

While it is easy to be pessimistic about school schedules and point to 
the relatively low percentage of schools using a flexible block schedule, 
the trend has clearly been toward that schedule. In 1993, Valentine and 
colleagues summarized data from three national studies which documented 
the continued growth of interdisciplinary teaming, the instructional pro- 
cess often associated with a flexible block schedule. The number of schools 
reporting interdisciplinary teaming increased from 33% in 1989 (Alexander 
& McEwin) to 42% in 1990 (Epstein & Mac Iver) to 57% in 1992 (Valen- 
tine et al.) inl993. As the emphasis on interdisciplinary instruction contin- 
ues, so too must the changes to more flexible, block-type schedules to ef- 
fectively facilitate this instructional process. 

□ Implications 

McEwin and associates (1996) concluded, as had researchers before 
them, that “all middle schools should implement flexible scheduling so 
that developmentally responsive curriculum and instruction can occur” (p. 
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137). All middle level educators and policy makers have a responsibility to 
provide a schooling experience that is developmentally responsive. The 
instructional schedule is the organizational heart of this responsibility. 

□ Recommended readings 

Knowing where to obtain critical information about middle level trends 
can be as valuable as having specific information about a limited number 
of trends. We have chosen to address three significant organizational trends 
in this chapter. Limitations of space prevent the inclusion of trends about 
other issues such as organizational leadership, organizational staff, and in- 
structional programs. For insight about many of the trends in middle level 
education, three recent national research reports are recommended. Copies 
of each can be obtained from the professional organization that published 
the study. 

Education in the Middle Grades: National Practices and Trends. In 
1988, the Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools at The 
Johns Hopkins University surveyed 2,400 public schools from some 25,000 
schools with grade seven in the grade pattern. Joyce L. Epstein and Dou- 
glas J. Mac Iver wrote the report published in 1990 by the National Middle 
School Association. This study is worthy of note because the data are re- 
ported for the traditional middle level grades and for schools that serve the 
needs of young adolescents outside the traditional grade configurations, 
e.g. K-8, K-12, and 7-12. 

Leadership in Middle Level Education, Volume I: A National Survey 
of Middle Level Leaders and Schools. From 1991 through 1993, the Na- 
tional Association of Secondary School Principals sponsored an extensive 
study of middle level programs and leadership. The first volume of the 
study provided detailed information about educational practices in middle 
level schools across the nation. The researchers and authors of the 1993 
report were Jerry W. Valentine, Donald C. Clark, Judith L. Irvin, James W. 
Keefe, and George Melton. The study was published in 1993 by National 
Association of Secondary School Principals. 

America ’s Middle Schools: Practices and Progress — A 25 Year Per- 
spective. The most recent national data of significance comes from C. Ken- 
neth McEwin, Thomas Dickinson, and Doris Jenkins. Their 1993 national 
survey of middle level schools used the 1988 Alexander and McEwin defi- 
nition of middle level which included schools with grade patterns 5-6-7-8, 
6-7-8, 7-8, and 7-8-9. Their report was published by National Middle School 
Association in 1996. Chapter 14, Conclusions and Recommendations, would 
be of particular value to any middle level educator seeking to understand 
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the trends and practices of middle level education over the past three de- 
cades. 

□ Concluding thoughts 

As we conclude this chapter, we return to the historical concept posed 
in the opening paragraph: What can we learn from the trends of the past 
that will inform us for the future? Many will argue that grade organiza- 
tional patterns are insignificant compared to the developmental appropri- 
ateness of the program for students at a given maturational stage. While 
this may be sound theoretically, in practice it is evident that differences 
exist between the educational practices found in schools of varying grade 
patterns. McEwin and associates (1996) concluded that “Those believing 
that grade organization is not a key factor in the success levels of middle 
schools need only to reflect on the findings of this and other recent studies 
to see the fallacy of this assumption” (p. 131). They recommend that “grade 
organization decisions should be driven by the developmental characteris- 
tics, needs, and interests of young adolescents” (p. 131). Middle level edu- 
cation has moved at a deliberate speed toward embracing the middle school 
grade level patterns. Every expectation exists that research will continue to 
support the value of smaller school enrollments and flexible block sched- 
ules, two trends discussed in this chapter. Perhaps educators should move 
with more haste to implement those trends as well. A study of the three 
research reports recommended in this chapter will provide additional in- 
sight about specific issues prevalent in specific schools. “Beam me up Scotty, 
for I have some insight into the future and I want to discuss with the crew 
how to apply it to the present.” m 
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A Bona Fide Middle School: Programs, 
Policy, Practice, and Grade Span 
Configurations 

F ive important findings can be drawn from the research literature 
accompanying middle school programs, policies, and practice (i.e., 
components) and grade span: (1) components are generally concep- 
tualized in a similar, agreed-upon fashion by most middle school scholars, 
(2) these same components do enhance student achievement, (3) grade span 
does make a difference in student achievement, (4) the number of schools 
in the United States implementing middle school components around a 
6,7,8 grade span continues to grow, and (5) research is just now beginning 
to provide necessary data to help researchers ask the “right” questions lead- 
ing to definitive answers for the first time ever. 

Middle school components are most often conceptualized as teams of 
teachers meeting during a common planning time to (among other things) 
develop integrated curricula and teach within the structure of a flexible 
schedule that allows for more in-depth study and experiential learning. Ad- 
visory programs are provided in an effort to establish positive relationships 
between young adolescents and adults, ensuring that students are known 
well by at least one adult. Students are encouraged to participate in intra- 
mural activities to build self-esteem and promote healthy life-styles. Ex- 
ploratory classes or enrichment experiences are provided to allow students 
a chance to experiment with novel subject matter and interest areas without 
fear of being penalized by a letter grade. And all of the above are accom- 
plished within small heterogeneous learning communities that emphasize 
cooperative teaching strategies that capitalize on the social dimension of 
teaching and learning. 
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□ Background 

Discussions surrounding middle level programs, policies, practice, 
and grade span configurations spawn some of the most frequently asked 
questions about middle level education. Chief among these (and underly- 
ing the entire middle level education movement) are questions associated 
with the impact of middle school components and grade span on student 
outcomes, especially academic achievement. While research on middle level 
education programs, policies, and practice (i.e. components) has increased 
over the past two-and-a-half decades, virtually all studies have focused on 
the following: (a) ways to design and implement middle school compo- 
nents effectively, (b) the impact of this change process on teachers, teach- 
ing, and overall school organization, (c) student affect and/or teacher/prin- 
cipal perceptions of outcomes (Hough, 1991a; 1991b; 1991c; 199 1 d; Irvin, 
1992). 

Before 1996, not enough empirical data had been collected to show con- 
clusive evidence that any given combination of middle school components 
implemented within any given grade span configuration impacted student 
achievement (Hough, 199 Id; Van Zant & Totten, 1995). This is not to say 
that middle school components have no relationship to grade span. They 
do. However, until recent efforts guided by comprehensive empirical data, 
too much past research had been based on only a few studies that had con- 
centrated on a single program, policy, or practice (Hough, 1991a; 1991b; 
1991c; 1991d; Irvin, 1992; Mac Iver& Epstein, 1993; Melton, 1984), leav- 
ing too much to speculative theory and incipient understandings instead of 
scientific fact - the latter of which is now the central focus (Felner, 1996). 

Bona fide “middle schools” can and do differ greatly in the number 
and type of components operationalized at varying degrees; however, all 
should exhibit specific programs, policies, and practice that meet the di- 
verse physical, social, emotional, moral, cognitive needs of young adoles- 
cents. These learners ranging roughly between 10 and 14 years of age are 
most often, but not always, found in grades six, seven, and eight; some 
may be found in the fifth grade, while others may be in the ninth grade, due 
to differing rates of maturation. This wide range of diverse development 
adds to the component/grade span-outcomes conundrum. 

Relationships among and between components and grade span to stu- 
dent achievement is measurable; however, the direct, indirect, and interac- 
tive paths of these relationships are just now being understood by research- 
ers. Preliminary findings indicate that the paths are seldom direct, but that 
they almost always interacj with one or more other variables and in concert 
do favorably impact student^Qiievement when implemented conscien- 

286 

<380 



A Bona Fide Middle School 



tiously over time (Felner, 1996). The plausibility of middle level educa- 
tion, then, necessitates broad definitions of a variety of far-ranging compo- 
nents and outcomes. 

□ Rationale 

A bona fide middle school is not an organizational structure consist- 
ing of a specific grade level configuration, set of components, and name 
that includes the word middle. It is, however, any organizational structure 
consisting of developmentally appropriate programs, policies, and practice 
tailored to maximize young adolescent learning while nurturing affect (Clark 
& Clark, 1993; Cuban, 1993; Epstein, 1990; Hough, 1989; Johnston, 1984; 
Romano & Georgiady, 1994). A number of demographic variables peculiar 
to a specific school community make an impact on middle level organiza- 
tional structures (Becker, 1987; Epstein, 1990; Hough, 1995a; 1995b; Hough 
& Irvin, 1995), and these factors do influence types, degrees and levels of 
implementation that make a difference in learning outcomes, including 
achievement and socialization (Epstein, 1990; Hough, 1995b; Hough & 
Sills-Briegel, in press). 

While middle school components most often refer to programs, poli- 
cies, and practice perceived to hold promise as effective ways to facilitate 
learning and affect, not unlike other innovations in education or any other 
field, many of the effects or outcomes have yet to be fully substantiated 
through empirical research (Hough, 1995a; 1995b; Mac Iver & Epstein, 
1993; Van Zant & Totten, 1995). Even though lack of data regarding the 
effects of change prior to full implementation over time is not uncommon 
in any field of study, some have misconstrued incipient or incomplete data 
and used same as grounds for opposing middle level education ideals. Too 
often, well-meaning groups use “ipso facto” logic to challenge the efficacy 
of new approaches. In an effort to ensure the highest quality education 
possible for their children, parents and school boards sometimes associate 
declining test scores, for example, with what they may perceive to be a 
“warm-fuzzy” curriculum infused with advisory and exploratory classes 
that detract from time that could be devoted to more rigorous “basics.” In 
an extreme example, some have been led to believe that middle level edu- 
cation has caused schools in rural communities to consolidate and believe, 
further, that consolidation is detrimental to children (see, e.g., DeYoung, 
Howley, & Theobald, 1995). In reality, while varied, middle level educa- 
tion programs, policies, and practice have more often been viewed as re- 
form initiatives to be implemented after consolidation had already taken 
place. And many of these initiatives share basic philosophical and opera- 
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tional similarities with middle school components that are grounded in re- 
search theory and composed of equally varied orientations, approaches, 
and methodologies (Cuban, 1993; Hough, 1995a; Mac Iver & Epstein, 1993). 

In addition to descriptive data used to identify middle school compo- 
nents, two premises undergird the research/theory used to determine grade 
levels most often found to be appropriate for inclusion in middle schools. 
The first premise holds that early adolescence is a separate developmental 
stage situated between childhood and adolescence. The second premise 
holds that appropriate programs, policies, and practice designed to meet 
young adolescent needs are difficult to generalize to grade levels because 
differing rates of maturation are highly individual between childhood and 
adolescence. Therefore, it would follow that the most prudent approach to 
the grade configuration issue is to develop a bona fide middle school first, 
then determine which children are at the young adolescent stage before 
assigning them to grades in that organizational structure. Too often in the 
past, the reverse has been tried, i.e., grouping students by grade level (ver- 
tical articulation) and then trying to manufacture solutions to fit whatever 
resulting grade span configuration emerges - usually as a result of admin- 
istrative expediency in reaction to facilities utilization (e.g., Alexander, 1988; 
Johnston, 1984). This latter approach has not met with high levels of suc- 
cess (e.g., Hough, 1989; Van Zant & Totten, 1995). The former, however, is 
just now being tried in enough locales nationally to allow for empirical 
research to be conducted among truly different school types (Hough & 
Irvin, 1995). 

□ Programs, policies, practice = components 

Middle school components can be conceptualized in a variety of ways. 
One very general rubric classifies all components as either curricular, co- 
curricular, or extramural programs. More often, middle level researchers, 
scholars, and practitioners refer to a list of programs, policies, and practice 
that often vary in number from six to twelve (e.g., Epstein & Mac Iver, 
1990; McEwin, Dickinson, Erb, & Scales, 1995; Romano & Georgiady, 
1994). Among the most common are advisory, intramurals, teaching teams 
with common planning time, flexible (usually block) scheduling, integrated 
curricula (multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary), and exploratory classes. 
Each of these, as well as additional “components,” are discussed in some 
depth throughout this volume. 

Since 1989, Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st 
Century (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989) has been 
the catalyst for development of both components and blueprints for de- 
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signing and implementing bona fide middle schools throughout the United 
States (e.g., Oakes, Serna, & Guiton, 1996). Using Turning Points as a 
blueprint, many schools have developed and implemented a variety of pro- 
grams, policies, and practices that focus on the following: creating small 
communities for learning in which every student is known well by at least 
one adult; designing and teaching a common core of academics that centers 
around literacy, the sciences, critical thinking, healthy life-styles, ethical 
behavior, and citizenship in a pluralistic society; ensuring success for all 
students by eliminating tracking by achievement while promoting coopera- 
tive learning and flexible instructional time; empowering teachers and ad- 
ministrators; exerting more centralized control over instruction leading to 
high levels of measurable performance; staffing middle grades with teach- 
ers who have been specially prepared to teach young adolescents; improv- 
ing academic performance through fostering health and fitness; reengaging 
families through meaningful roles and school governance; and connecting 
school with communities by forming partnerships that are mutually respon- 
sible for students' success (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 
1989). 

In addition, a new blueprint, Great Transitions (Carnegie Council on 
Adolescent Development, 1996), published as the fourth and concluding 
report of the Carnegie Task Force on Education and Young Adolescence, 
along with a new position paper from National Middle School Association 
(NMSA), This We Believe: Development ally Responsive Middle Level 
Schools (1995), may very well become the next catalysts for middle level 
school improvement by providing innovative ways of viewing the compo- 
nents of a middle school. Using This We Believe as a guide, middle schools 
would design programs, policies, and practice addressing the following: 
curriculum that is challenging, integrative, and exploratory; varied teach- 
ing and learning approaches; assessment and evaluation that promote learn- 
ing; flexible organizational structures; health, wellness, and safety; com- 
prehensive guidance and support services (NMSA, 1995). 

An encouraging facet of the NMSA rubric of reform is that, regard- 
less of how programs, policies, and practices are fashioned, the middle 
school components become descriptive rather than prescriptive in nature. 
This is a marked departure from earlier efforts to replicate components 
across schools. The descriptive nature of these middle school components 
guards against proselytizing or attempts to routinize charismatic reform 
initiatives. Instead, the NMSA recommendations concentrate on custom- 
ized components to meet individual school improvement plans in conjunc- 
tion with community needs and preference. While site-based initiatives are 
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welcome, “customization” adds to the methodological complexities pre- 
sented researchers studying the effect of components and grade span on 
student outcomes, including achievement. 

□ The relationship between components and grade span 

Before the mid 1980s, designing a “middle school” had traditionally 
involved grouping students by grade level (e.g., 7-8, 6-8, 7-9) and chang- 
ing the name of the school from junior high to middle school . Numerous 
descriptive studies have documented this reorganization movement and have 
examined changing demographics by grade level configuration, usually 
noting decreases in the number of 7-9 and K-6 schools coupled with in- 
creases in the number of K-5 and 6-8 schools (Alexander & McEwin, 1989; 
Hough 1991a; 1991b; 1991c; McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins, 1996; Val- 
entine, Clark, Nickerson, & Keefe, 1981; Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, & 
Melton, 1993). According to the National Center for Education Statistics 
(1995) and verified by McEwin, Dickinson, & Jenkins (1995), the follow- 
ing data were identified for the most common grade spans housing a sev- 
enth-grade in 1993: 



Number and Percent of 
Middle Level Schools in 1993 by Grade Span 



Grade 

Span 


Number 

of 

Schools 


Percent 

of 

Total 


Past 20 
Years % 
of Change 


5-8 


1,223 


n% 


+ 53% 


6-8 


6,115 


55% 


+293% 


7-8 


2,412 


22% 


+ 5% 


7-9 


1,424 


13% 


-91% 



If one begins by examining the seventh grade and then expands the 
examination in a direction either toward higher grade levels included in the 
school's overall configuration or toward lower grade levels, a clear pattern 
emerges. As higher grades are included, say the 8th and 9th, programs, 
policies, and practices tend to be more subject centered. Fewer compo- 
nents are operational and at lower levels. As lower grades are included, say 
the 6th and 5th, programs, policies, and practices tend to be more student- 
centered. More components are generally operational and at a higher level 
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in schools with these lower grades including K-8 schools (Hough, 1995a). 
In short, there is a relationship between components and grade span. 

The above is an important finding whenever one considers how most 
young adolescent students are grouped for instruction. More than 35 dif- 
ferent grade span configurations contain a seventh grade. Of these, seven 
are common enough to warrant attention (PK/K/1 - 8, 4-8, 5-8, 6-8, 7-8, 7- 
9, 7-12), and four grade spans (5-8, 6-8, 7-8, 7-9) house almost 90% of all 
seventh-grade students (Hough, 1995b). 

Most recently, attention has focused on programmatic and policy 
changes that seek to effect changes in practice. As a result, young adoles- 
cent teaching-learning dimensions have been determined to be more closely 
aligned to elementary schooling than to secondary schooling (Epstein, 1990; 
Hough 1995a; Mac Iver, 1990; Melton, 1984; Scales & McEwin, 1994). 
Many states have changed their teaching certification requirements to re- 
flect this shift. Instead of being an “add-on” to the secondary certificate, 
middle level teaching certification is becoming more closely aligned to the 
elementary program, or it is a stand-alone program (McEwin, Dickinson, 
Erb, & Scales, 1995; Swaim & Stefanich, 1996). These developments have 
led to closer scrutiny of appropriate grade level configurations, especially 
placement of fifth, sixth, and ninth grade students. 

Regardless of their grade span placement, young adolescents should 
not be thrust into an inappropriate learning environment. The most prudent 
approach is to develop appropriate programs, policies, and practices for 
young adolescents first, then place students into the resulting organiza- 
tional structure. ES 
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Components of Effective Teams 



T hroughout the literature about restructuring schools are references 
to the use of teams (Maeroff, 1993) and teacher collaboration 
(Lieberman, 1990; Little, 1982). The increasing use and variety of 
educational teams stretch from interdisciplinary teacher teams to school- 
based improvement/advisory or faculty teams and at district levels con- 
sortiums connecting schools and districts. Little work, however, as been 
done in the area of educational team effectiveness, mainly due to the dif- 
ficulty of studying groups outside of the laboratory setting and the com- 
plexity of team work. We do, however, know key components of effective 
group work from research in sociology, business, and psychology from 
the 1950s to the present. These key components provide a framework for 
organizing what we know about interdisciplinary teams at the middle level. 

□ Section I: Effective Teams in General □ 

Several themes of effective groups/teams emerge across non-education 
disciplines. From group/team analysis in the literature and from business, 
psychology, and sociology, there is consensus that group performance and 
organizational phenomenon can be described in terms of four factors: task, 
people, process, and interactions with the environment (Morgan, 1986). 

Factor 1: Effective teams accomplish their tasks in a superior 
fashion. Common sense argues that successful sports teams win their 
matches. Although it seems obvious to point out such teams are consid- 
ered effective because they accomplish their purpose more efficiently in 
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terms of process or more effectively in terms of outputs, the observation 
focuses attention on the central purpose of each team. Effective teams link 
purpose and performance. 

Factor 2: Effective teams satisfy the human needs of the partici- 
pants. The human dimensions of teams may be most evident in dysfunc- 
tional groups. By contrast, effective teams appear free of problematic rela- 
tionships (Napier & Gershenfeld, 1993). Team members are secure psy- 
chosocially and socially, freely express feelings and ideas, and will- 
ingly grapple with the team's work. These feelings generate connectedness 
with other team members and result in heightened group experience and 
shared meaning (Serge, 1990). 

Factor 3: Effective teams develop suitable procedures and skills 
for being productive while sustaining involvement and energy. Mem- 
bers of effective teams exhibit group-orientated behaviors, resulting in co- 
operation, commitment, and participation of team members. Team mem- 
bers also exhibit flexibility to adjust to new developments and to each other's 
personalities and talents. They easily change roles and can assume leader- 
ship responsibilities when needed. Other skills include decision-making, 
formulating group goals, determining strategies to provide service to the 
clients, and networking with experts (Peters, 1993). One can correctly ar- 
gue that a team member’s personal skills coupled with his/her value sys- 
tem influences the development of any team's procedures for group work. 

Factor 4: Effective teams maintain interactions with the environ- 
ments. Effective teams are responsive to changes in the environment 
(Conner, 1992; Peters, 1993) in two fundamental ways that may appear 
contradictory, but which, in reality, pivot on the team's ability to evaluate 
the impact of an event on the team's functioning. In certain instances, ef- 
fective teams filter out elements from the environment that distract their 
focus from performance. In other cases, they adapt quickly to changes in 
resources, demographics, market demands, societal interests, and legal de- 
cisions. Overall, they know the necessity of maintaining open communica- 
tion with people outside the team while tapping resources. 
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□ Section II: Effective Interdisciplinary Teams □ 

Empirical data for research related to teaming began with the ten studies 
associated with the Pontoon Transitional Design (Clark and Clark 1992). 
By the 1990s, a growing research base about teaming was emerging (Irvin 
& Arhar, 1995; Trimble & Irvin, 1996) with the findings providing guide- 
lines for creating and sustaining effective teams (Trimble & Miller, 1996). 
For middle school practitioners, three comprehensive teaming handbooks 
address implementation of teaming, team functioning, and maintenance: 
Merenbloom's (1991, 3rd ed.) The Team Process and Erb and Doda's ( 1989) 
Team Organization : Promise , Practices and Possibilities have been avail- 
able for several years. The most comprehensive work about middle school 
teaming is Dickinson and Erb's (1997) book We Gain More Than We Give: 
Teaming In Middle Schools. The text is a compilation of team stories from 
a variety of perspectives (students, teachers, administrators, rural schools, 
mature, and new teams) and a variety of knowledge bases (historical, orga- 
nizational, research, and sports). 

Using the key components of successful teams gleaned from these 
research studies and publications, what we know about successful interdis- 
ciplinary teams can be grouped by the four factors of effective groups/ 
teams in general. 

Factor 1: Effective interdisciplinary teams accomplish their tasks 
in a superior fashion. Interdisciplinary team tasks are divided into the 
three main areas: (1) teaching, (2) advising, and (3) managing the logistics 
of record-keeping, scheduling, and grouping students. We know that effec- 
tive teams accomplish their purposes with a variety of skills and strategies 
despite the barriers of additional responsibilities, time restraints, and in- 
conveniences that seem to hinder other teams' performance. 

In the area of teaching, teachers are experts in their subject area; they 
design and implement thematic units and integrated studies; they use a 
variety of grouping arrangements including heterogeneous groups of stu- 
dents both within the classroom as cooperative learning groups and among 
classes and, in some cases, between grade levels. Many teams use flexible 
scheduling for rearranging time to match and support learning activities. 
Effective teams coordinate activities with exploratory teachers, incorpo- 
rate service and civic programs, and use community resources (Stevenson 
& Carr, 1993). Assessment combines holistic measures such as portfolio 
assessment and advisory time for conferences and student peer reviews, 
with careful attention to record-keeping of student progress. 
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Effective teams manage other team responsibilities efficiently to al- 
low time for development of thematic learning and integrated studies. Un- 
fortunately, the task of managing students, their records, placement, and 
special education students' needs can dominate team meeting time and dis- 
cussion (Cooper-Straw, 1993; McQuaide, 1992). Effective teams establish 
procedures to overcome these pressures. They may delegate among them- 
selves the responsibilities and chores associated with discipline, student 
assignments, scheduling, and supervision of students in the halls, bus ar- 
eas, and around the school. They usually develop a systematic method of 
record-keeping of parent and student forms, attendance and disciplinary 
referrals, curriculum manuals, textbook orders, schedules, and other perti- 
nent information. 

In the area of advising, many teams use advisory time, project time, 
field trips, and sports events for strengthening student ties to each other 
and to teachers, conduct face-to-face parent conferences, coordinate test 
days and homework assignments. Goals for integrated study in the middle 
grades offered by Stevenson and Carr (1993) integrate two tasks of teams 
and may provide a framework for reflective assessment by team members 
and researchers in these areas. The goals are (1) students will grow more 
confident, (2) students will work together cooperatively, (3) students will 
develop social-ethical consciousness, (4) students will think, think, and 
think. ' 

\ 

The integration of advising and teaching elements of team function- 
ing is exemplified in the activities of an eighth grade two-person team at 
Shoreham-Wading River Middle School as described by Burkhardt (1997). 
For example, expectations for the team's behavior and attitude are termed 
The Distinctions and are frequently discussed and taken seriously; the In- 
quiry Project targets students producing a researched individual magazine 
of a topic that integrates math, science, foreign language, English and so- 
cial studies plus the writing process; the three day trip to the Pocono Envi- 
ronmental Education Center complete with canoeing, square dancing, and 
sunrise hikes provides the setting for teaming bonding. 

Factor 2: Effective teams satisfy the human needs of the partici- 
pants. 

Effective teams interact easily, professionally, and socially on the job. 
Members of nominated high performing teams in a study of team function- 
ing commented, “we get along great!” “We consider ourselves like a fam- 
ily,” and “Not only are we co-workers, but good friends, too! We love team- 
ing. We can’t imagine ever working alone again” (Trimble, 1995, p. 178). 
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The personal needs and preferences of team teachers are reinforced 
and successfully interact with those of other teachers on successful teams. 
George & Stevenson (1988) surveyed 154 middle school principals for 
their perceptions of highly effective interdisciplinary teams. They distilled 
characteristics of the “best” teams in the “best” schools: team teachers' 
personal characteristics of noncompetitiveness, high “work ethic,” and ex- 
pertise in their subject areas; commitment to students' success, attention to 
record-keeping of their progress; and attitudes toward teammates of “di- 
verse but united,” combined with a spirit of cooperation. Effective teams 
are those where the personal characteristics and values of the teachers are 
aligned with the purposes of teams. 

George and Alexander (1993) touched upon the essence of teams cen- 
tered around people when they wrote, “Educators, like corporate manag- 
ers, must find ways to organize relatively large institutions so that authen- 
tic person-centered communities exist within them” (p. 73). When teams 
become "real" teams, they supply the professional satisfaction and oppor- 
tunities for professional growth for teachers and, simultaneously help to 
build teams that meet student needs more effectively (Johnston, Markle, & 
Arhar, 1988). 

Factor 3: Effective teams develop suitable procedures and skills 
for being productive while sustaining involvement and energy. Effec- 
tive teams have passed through the beginning stages of group development 
of “forming,” “storming,” and “norming” (Tuckman, 1965) and through 
the first two phases George (1982) proposed as “organization” and “com- 
munity.” Within these stages, team teachers grow to understand, value, and 
integrate the personalities and styles of one another. Personality issues do 
not dominate in effective teams because the team has moved into focusing 
on students or projects, while using group processes that sustain relation- 
ships and communication. 

Specific team procedures to maintain communication and facilitate 
the work of the team include (1) regular team meetings with all team mem- 
bers present and on time, guided by an informal or formal agenda, (2) the 
participation of all team members in decision-making process, (3) goal- 
setting for the school year, (4) the use of team meeting time to concentrate 
on instructional planning and evaluation. 

Factor 4: Effective teams interact with their environment accord- 
ing to their purposes. Effective teams tap the rich array of resources within 
their own schools and communities. They may create design integrated 
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studies around local rivers or mountains (Stevenson & Carr, 1993), initiate 
partnerships with businesses, offer open-houses for parents and “munchies- 
for-mothers,” do presentations at workshops and conferences, write articles 
for newsletters, or become involved in action research with universities. 
George and Stevenson (1989) called it “outreach” in their article about the 
best teams in the best schools. 

Continual and successful adjustments to changing youth culture can 
stem from team members keeping a pulse on student interests, community 
events, and trends in the media. The current growth of gang-related behav- 
iors, the offering of beepers by Pepsi Company (“Take Note,” 1996), rings 
in noses and eyebrows, and the drooping pants fashion can result in addi- 
tional stresses for some teachers and administrators. Understanding the 
underlying causes and being prepared through dialogue of the issues and in 
some cases, staff development, increase the ability of team members to 
interact with students. Effective teams keep current. 

Cited as the main determinant of the implementation of school re- 
form, principals have a major effect on team functioning, although initial 
investigations of principal/team relations show less attachment by nomi- 
nated high-performing teams to principals than nominated average per- 
forming teams (Trimble, 1995). A principal's participatory leadership style 
increases the sense of ownership, boosts moral and self-esteem, and saves 
time after decision making (Spindler and George, 1984). In answer to the 
question, “What principal behaviors increase team performance?” Spindler 
(1994) described the following behaviors: modeling shared decision mak- 
ing, providing training, clearly defining areas of responsibilities for teams 
and honoring team decisions in those areas, grooming future team leaders, 
providing resources, receiving input from teams through describing school 
problems to teams (not solutions) and asking for input, and adjusting his/ 
her style of leadership to the team's level of development. Principals help 
to develop and sustain effective teams (Trimble & Miller, 1996). 

All of us have worked on teams and known the work of teams is not 
easy. On the other hand, we know the benefits of effective teams and are 
making headway in understanding their components. As teams are posi- 
tioned between the students and teachers on one hand and the larger orga- 
nization on the other, our efforts to build effective teams will be richly 
rewarded in both contexts. SI 
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Transition Into and Out of Middle School 



ransition or change from one school to another is an exciting yet 



apprehensive process, particularly when the transition is from el- 



ementary to middle school or from middle to high school. Though 
a student’s social status may increase with each of these normative school 
changes, within the school context his or her status diminishes. The “top 
dogs” at the end of elementary and middle schools become the students 
with the least status in their new school. Young adolescents entering middle 
school express concern about failure, drugs, giving class presentations, being 
sent to an administrator’s office, being picked on, unkind teachers, and 
keeping up with assignments. Similarly, young adolescents entering high 
school are concerned about being picked on and teased by older students, 
having harder work, making lower grades, and getting lost in a larger, un- 
familiar school (Maute, 1991; Mizelle, 1995; Phelan, Yu, & Davidson, 1994; 
Wells, 1996). 

Most middle level educators recognize these student concerns and 
seek to ease the transition of their incoming and outgoing students to their 
new school. According to Epstein and Mac Iver’s (1990) report of the sur- 
vey, Education in the Middle Grades , the average middle level school used 
four to five practices to bridge young adolescents’ transition into middle 
school and three to four (significantly fewer) practices to ease their stu- 
dents’ transition into high school. Furthermore, those schools that reported 
the most extensive transition programs were 6-7-8 and 7-8 schools. The 
most commonly used practices at both levels included students’ visiting 
their new school and administrators and counselors from both schools meet- 
ing together to discuss their respective programs. The challenge remains. 




What Current Research Says 



however, for middle grades educators to do more because students con- 
tinue to experience difficulty in transition (e.g., Barone, Aguirre-Deandreis, 
& Trickett, 1991; Hertzog, Morgan, Diamond, & Walker, 1996) and be- 
cause “school transition programs that use numerous and diverse articula- 
tion activities were seen to help students succeed in their first year follow- 
ing a school transition,” (Mac Iver, 1990, p. 464). Various ways to meet this 
challenge are outlined in the remainder of this chapter. 



□ Transition Into Middle School □ 

Among the first to document possible problems at transition were Simmons, 
Rosenberg, and Rosenberg (1973). In their cross-sectional study of stu- 
dents in grades three through twelve, the researchers noted that at the tran- 
sition to a middle level school, students experienced significant declines in 
several areas of self-image. Among the disturbances to self-image were an 
increased level of self-consciousness, unstable self-image, a decline in glo- 
bal self-esteem, and a reduced sense that others held positive opinions of 
them. The researchers noted that the disturbances cited were linked to the 
change in grade level more than age. Thus, the physiological effects of 
puberty were determined to be less influential in the decline than grade 
level. Of particular significance was that the disturbances seemed to con- 
tinue into later adolescence and were not simply the short-term effects of 
changing schools. 

Simmons, Burgeson, Carlton-Ford, and Blyth (1987) examined the 
impact of multiple life changes and found that children experiencing many 
changes in coincidence were at a greater risk of failing to cope successfully 
with the changes. Making the transition to a new school level was one of 
the major stressors indicated for children along with onset of puberty, early 
dating, geographic mobility, and changes in parents’ marital status. Although 
boys and girls suffered loss of self-esteem when multiple changes occurred, 
girls seemed to be particularly vulnerable and had a more difficult time 
coping as the number of life changes increased. 

Eccles and Midgley (1989) suggested that declines in motivation and 
behavior they documented in students at transition resulted from a mis- 
match between the psychological needs of young adolescents and the char- 
acteristics of the social environment of the school. These researchers as- 
serted that structures and conditions in place in middle level schools facili- 
tated the problems experienced by students. Such structures and conditions 
included increases in: student population, departmentalization, ability group- 
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ing, competitive motivational strategies, grading stringency, and teacher 
control. Students may at the same time experience decreases in: close rela- 
tionships with teachers, time to develop a peer network, opportunities to 
make decisions, and teachers’ sense of their own effectiveness. 

More recently, researchers have begun to suggest that the disturbances 
students face at transition are the result of both multiple life changes and 
the social context that the students are entering (Eccles, Lord, & Midgley, 
1991). These researchers documented declines in academic performance, 
intrinsic motivation, and school attachment after the transition to a middle 
level school. For example, at a time when students are experiencing a height- 
ened sense of self-focus, middle level teachers often emphasize competi- 
tion and comparisons between students. Middle level students often have 
decreased opportunities for decision making at a time when they cognitively 
and emotionally desire more control. Entering larger middle level schools 
tends to disrupt students’ social networks at a time when peer relationships 
are of particular importance. Although higher levels of cognitive ability are 
emerging in young adolescents, middle level teachers often use lower level 
strategies. Finally, at a time when positive adult relationships may be espe- 
cially needed, schools do not often plan for or facilitate these relationships. 

Fenzel (1989) and Mullins (1997) examined students’ transition from 
elementary to middle school. In both studies, the deleterious effects on 
students’ self-perceptions identified in other studies seemed mitigated by 
the schools’ structures. Specifically, both studies were conducted in middle 
schools where the sixth graders were on interdisciplinary teams and other 
aspects of a “middle school philosophy” were implemented. 



□ What Can Middle School Educators Do to Ease □ 
Students’ Transition into Middle School? 




Middle school educators may have little or no control over the previously 
cited major life changes that are potentially experienced by their incoming 
students, but they do have control over the environment created within the 
school. They can facilitate smooth transition into middle school. Strategies 
to promote young adolescents’ successful transition into middle school can 
be broken down into two categories: easily implemented events and pro- 
grams and larger and possibly more formidable changes in curriculum and 
instruction. The degree of difficulty in implementing programs will likely 
depend on the status of the individual schools involved. Some schools al- 
ready have many developmental^ attentive programs in place for young 
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adolescents while others may require extensive restructuring. 

The first task to undertake to help students make successful school 
transitions is to organize articulation and planning programs that involve 
not only administrators and counselors from the various schools, but teach- 
ers as well. In his studies of over 1,000 classrooms, Goodlad (1984) con- 
cluded that elementary schools and post-elementary schools existed inde- 
pendently from each other, and continuity from one to another was not 
assured. Even schools in close proximity to one another “might as well 
have been in different towns, given the lack of communication and articu- 
lation between them” (Goodlad, 1984, p. 304). Gaps and overlaps in in- 
struction often occur without a well-articulated curriculum plan. How can 
students be expected to be prepared for entry into each grade level if their 
teachers have had little or no communication or knowledge about the grade 
levels before and after their own? Many authors have suggested “shadow 
days” in which students from one school “shadow” another student from 
their new school. In theory, this gives rising middle schoolers an opportu- 
nity to feel comfortable with such things as changing classes, instruction, 
exploratories, and electives with which they may not be familiar. We pro- 
pose that such “shadow” experiences could be valuable for teachers, as 
well. This experience would allow teachers at both the “exit” and “entry” 
level grades to gain a better understanding of the environment where stu- 
dents have been and where they are going. Debriefing opportunities would 
allow educators to discuss their experiences and focus on ways that in- 
structional programs and academic expectations could be better aligned. 
Some districts (Weldy, 1991) have adopted the concept of articulation com- 
mittees to study all aspects of students’ transition. Shadow experiences for 
educators might be a critical factor in the success of such committees. 

Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) advocated the adoption of numerous 
and varied transition programs to help alleviate the short-term stress of 
school transition. As previously mentioned, a program which allows stu- 
dents from one level to visit the next can be much more powerful than a 
simple visitation or assembly. By participating in actual classes, students 
are able to see what goes on in the school firsthand and come away with the 
understanding that they will be able to do what is expected of them (Epstein 
& Mac Iver, 1990). 

While parents often feel left out and unwanted at middle schools, 
they should not. Mac Iver (1990) reported that parents that were involved 
in transition programs were more likely to become active participants in 
the school and the child’s education. Middle school articulation or transi- 
tion committees should challenge themselves to find ways to involve par- 
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ents in their child’s school from the beginning. Multiple practices may be 
needed for a successful strategy to emerge. 

Finally, middle schools should pay particular attention to students 
who may be experiencing multiple major life stressors during the transi- 
tion phase. As a part of some articulation plans, counselors complete forms 
for students who are at risk for problems at transition to send to the counse- 
lors at the next level. Counselors at the new school then provide students 
individual or small group counseling as needed. A contrasting strategy, and 
one that demonstrates the need for elementary and middle school educa- 
tors to work together to facilitate students’ transition, is to provide a coping 
skills curriculum for all students in the year before transition. Snow, 
Gilchrist, Schilling, Schinke, and Kelso (1986), in support of this strategy, 
argue that skills for promoting young adolescents’ positive mental health 
are better effected in the year prior to transition than in the year after tran- 
sition. 



Larger, more formal and impersonal; a greater variety of teachers and peers; 
more curriculum choices and extracurricular activities; competitive and 
grade-oriented - this is the high school environment most young adoles- 
cents experience as they make the transition from middle school to high 
school (Eccles, Midgley, & Adler, 1984). Faced with this transition, young 
adolescents look forward to more freedom, more choice, the opportunity to 
participate in more extracurricular activities, and the opportunity to de- 
velop friendships; but they also admit to being “nervous” and “scared” 
about the older students, a larger, unfamiliar school, and harder work 
(Mizelle, 1995; Wells, 1996). 

Research indicates that as young adolescents make the transition into 
high school many experience a decline in grades and attendance (Barone et 
al., 1991; Reyes, Gillock, & Kobus, 1994); they view themselves more 
negatively and experience an increased need for friendships (Hertzog et al., 
1996); and by the end of tenth grade, as many as six percent drop out of 
school (Owings & Peng, 1992). For middle school students including those 
who have been labeled “gifted” or “high-achieving” the transition into high 
school can be an unpleasant experience (Mizelle, 1995; Phelan et al., 1994; 
Wells, 1996)). 



□ Transition Out of Middle School □ 



ERIC 



307 




What Current Research Says 



□ What Can Middle School Educators Do to □ 

Ease Students’ Transition into High School? 

Facilitating young adolescents’ transition from middle school to high school 
seems to require programs that specifically address the transition period 
(Felner, Ginter, & Primavera, 1982; Hertzog et al„ 1996; Mac Iver, 1990) 
as well as middle school programs that challenge and support students 
(Belcher & Hatley, 1994; Mac Iver & Epstein, 1991; Mizelle, 1995). Mac 
Iver (1990) found that when middle school students experienced a high 
school transition program with several diverse articulation activities, fewer 
students were retained in the transition grade. Furthermore, middle school 
principals indicated that they expected fewer of their students to dropout 
before graduation when the school provided supportive advisory group 
activities or responsive remediation programs (Mac Iver & Epstein, 1991). 
When asked at the end of eighth grade and then again in ninth grade “what 
their middle school teachers could have done to help them get ready for 
high school,” one group of young adolescents responded that teachers should 
have told them more about high school and that during middle school teach- 
ers should have given them more challenging work and taught them more 
about how to learn on their own (Mizelle, 1995). 

□ Transition-specific program 

According to Mac Iver (1990), a high school transition program in- 
cludes a variety of activities that (a) provide students and parents with in- 
formation about the new school, (b) provide students with social support 
during the transition, and (c) bring middle school and high school person- 
nel together to learn about one another’s curriculum and requirements. 
Designing and implementing appropriate activities for a particular high 
school transition program involves middle school and high school educa- 
tors working together. It is not the sole responsibility of the middle school 
or the high school educators but the mutual responsibility of the middle 
school and high school administrators, counselors, and teachers involved. 
Ultimately, we believe, it includes input from students and parents at both 
levels. 

Middle school students want to know what high school is going to be 
like (Mizelle, 1995) and they and their parents need to know about and 
understand high school programs and procedures (Mac Iver, 1990; Phelan 
et al., 1994; Sansone & Baker, 1990). “Will I really have classes all over 
the building?” “What happens if I don’t make it to class on time?” “What is 
a vocational class?” “Should I take College Prep Algebra I or General Al- 
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gebra I?” “ How should I know?” and “What can I do if I get in the wrong 
class?” Providing students and parents the answer to these and many other 
questions should be a central component of a high school transition pro- 
gram. In particular, parents need to understand and be actively involved in 
the decisions their eighth graders are asked to make about classes they will 
take in ninth grade (Baker & Stevenson, 1986; Paulson, 1994). Parents 
need to understand students’ options and the long-term effects of the course 
decisions. 

Some of the ways students can learn about high school include visit- 
ing the high school in the spring, perhaps to “shadow” a high school stu- 
dent; attending a presentation by a high school student; visiting the high 
school in the fall for schedule information; attending a fall orientation as- 
sembly; and discussing high school regulations and procedures with eighth 
grade teachers. As middle school educators, we need to be able to discuss 
and answer questions about high school; we also need to encourage stu- 
dents to participate in transition activities. 

When parents are involved in students’ transition to high school, they 
tend to stay involved in their child’s school experiences (Mac Iver, 1990). 
When parents are involved in their child’s school experiences, students also 
have higher achievement in high school (Paulson, 1994) and are less likely 
to drop out of school (Horn & West, 1992). Parents may be invited to par- 
ticipate in conferences with their child and the high school counselor to 
discuss course work and schedules; they may be invited to visit the high 
school with their child in the spring and/or in the fall. At the middle school, 
our responsibility is to inform parents about these opportunities and to en- 
courage them to participate. Perhaps, more importantly, our responsibility 
is to work to keep parents involved in their child’s education and school 
activities during the middle school years so that they are comfortable “com- 
ing to school” and confident that their involvement makes a difference in 
their child’s academic success. 

At a time when friendships and social interaction are particularly im- 
portant for young adolescents, the normative transition into high school 
often serves to disrupt friendship networks. It is important for a high school 
transition program to include activities that will provide incoming students 
social support, activities that give students the opportunity to get to know 
and develop positive relationships with older students and other incoming 
students (Hertzog et al., 1996; Mac Iver, 1990). A “Big Sister/Brother” 
Program, a spring social event for current and incoming high school stu- 
dents, writing programs where eighth and ninth graders correspond with 
each other (Rosa & Vowels, 1988; Sportsman, 1987), and Freshmen Aware- 
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ness Groups where students spend time discussing common problems (Deck 
& Saddler, 1983) are just a few ways that transition programs can provide 
students social support. 

Underlying a successful high school transition program are activities 
that bring middle school and high school administrators, counselors, and 
teachers together to learn about the programs, courses, and requirements 
of their respective schools (George, Stevenson, Thomason, & Beane, 1992; 
Hertzog et al., 1996; Mac Iver, 1990). Activities that create a mutual under- 
standing of curriculum requirements at both levels and of the young ado- 
lescent learner will enable middle school educators to better prepare stu- 
dents for high school and will help educators at both levels to develop a 
high school transition program to meet the particular needs of their stu- 
dents. In addition to the more typical committee or team meetings with 
representatives from each level, these activities may include K-12 curricu- 
lum planning meetings, and teacher and/or administrator visitations, ob- 
servations, and teaching exchanges that involve both middle and high school 
educators. 

□ Transition-support program 

Providing young adolescents with activities that relate directly to their 
transition into high school certainly is important. It seems also that provid- 
ing young adolescents with a challenging and supportive middle school 
experience is an important factor in their making a successful transition 
into high school (Belcher & Hatley, 1994; Bry & George, 1980; Mizelle, 
1995). For example, Mizelle (1995) found that students (the Delta students) 
who stayed together with the same teachers through sixth, seventh, and 
eighth grade and experienced more hands-on, life-related learning activi- 
ties, integrated instruction, and cooperative learning groups (the Delta 
Project) were more successful in their transition to high school than were 
students (the Non-Delta students) from the same school who had a more 
traditional middle school experience. In ninth grade, the Delta students had 
higher language arts, science, and social science grades and were more 
likely to enroll in higher level mathematics courses than the Non-Delta 
students. More importantly, the Delta students said that being involved in 
the Delta Project helped them make the transition into high school because 
it helped them feel more confident about learning and it helped them learn 
how to get along with their peers. 

At the same time, the Delta and Non-Delta students recognized that 
they were stressed about their grades because the high school teachers ex- 
pected them to learn more and faster and to do more learning on their own. 
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In reflection, these young adolescents indicated that their middle school 
program would have eased their transition into high school if it had pro- 
vided them with an even more challenging curriculum and if teachers had 
held students more responsible for their learning and had taught them more 
strategies for learning on their own. 

□ Conclusion □ 

At first glance, it may seem we are placing sole responsibility for young 
adolescents’ successful transitions into and out of middle school on middle 
school educators; we are not. Rather, we believe middle school teachers, 
administrators, and counselors should be actively involved, along with their 
elementary and high school counterparts, in planning specific transition 
activities for their students. Additionally, they should be aware that the 
structure of their middle school program and curriculum may have a 
long-term influence on their students’ success beyond the point of transi- 
tion. In particular, middle school educators need to seek ways to involve 
families in their student’s education and to challenge all young adolescents 
to be thinking, responsible students. OS 
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Collaborations and Teacher Empowerment: 
Implications for School Leaders 



C ollaboration extends the opportunity for making significant deci- 
sions or for influencing decisions about the school and its pro- 
grams to the various school stakeholder groups. While in middle 
level schools collaboration takes place in a variety of ways (e.g. teaching 
teams, advisory groups, taskforces, partnerships), the focus of this chapter 
will be on collaborative or participatory decision making. This form of 
collaboration is most commonly organized around school/site-based man- 
agement/leadership teams, organizational development, school improve- 
ment teams, and quality circles (Clark & Clark, 1996). While the focus of 
each of these collaborative approaches may vary slightly, Carlson (1996) 
contended that each approach provides a process for teachers to “play a 
significant role in identifying needs or problems, generating alternative 
strategies, and implementing promising interventions. The key is to recog- 
nize the legitimacy of various members playing a significant role in en- 
hancing the quality of life at their school” (p. 267). This recognition through 
inclusion in collaborative decision-making groups empowers teachers to 
become actively involved in the life of their schools. 

Little doubt exists that American middle level schools have embraced 
the concept of collaboration. In the National Association of Secondary 
School Principals’ (NASSP) National Survey of Middle Level Leaders and 
Schools (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, & Melton, 1993), 68% of the prin- 
cipals reported the existence of leadership teams in their schools. In their 
study of effective middle level schools, George and Shewey (1994) also 
found strong support for shared decision making. Almost three-quarters of 
the respondents agreed that “a shared decision-making model which is for- 
mal, systematic, and provides authentic collaboration between and among 
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teachers, administrators, parents, and students has contributed to the long- 
term effectiveness of our middle school program” (p. 99). With the strong 
degree of support for collaborative decision making in middle level schools, 
it is instructive to examine the following questions: 

1 . What are the benefits of collaborative decision making to schools and 
to classroom instruction? 

2. What is nature of teacher involvement in collaborative decision mak- 
ing? 

3. What are the implications of research on collaborative decision mak- 
ing for school leaders? 

Drawing from the current research on collaborative decision making, the 
remaining part of this chapter will address these three questions. 

□ Benefits of collaboration 

The benefits of collaborative decision making are well documented. 
Collaboration, with its emphasis on collaborative planning, collegial rela- 
tionships, and sense of community provides middle level teachers and ad- 
ministrators with a viable approach to school restructuring. Research shows 
that involvement clearly enhances the ability of the school to respond to 
problems and opportunities and increases effectiveness, efficiency, and pro- 
ductivity (Shedd & Bacharach, 1991). Involvement also leads to better de- 
cision making, enhanced relationships between teachers and administra- 
tors, and higher employee satisfaction (Smith & Scott, 1990). In addition, 
collaboration facilitates better decisions by eliciting more viewpoints and 
improves communication by opening more channels. Human resources are 
also used more effectively in collaborative environments, and the distance 
between decisions and implementation is reduced (Lindelow, Coursen, 
Massarella, Heynderickz, & Smith, 1989). It is evident from the research 
that collaborative environments increase job satisfaction, help reduce con- 
flict, reduce stress and burnout, and raise morale and trust for school lead- 
ers (Shedd & Bacharach, 1991). 

Other benefits of teacher and administrator collaboration, as identi- 
fied by researchers (Little, 1982; Purkey & Smith, 1982; Rosenholtz, 1985; 
Rosenholtz, 1989; Shedd & Bacharach, 1991; Smith & Scott, 1990) are: 

1. Teachers in collaborative schools share ideas about instruction. 

2. Schools where teachers talk to each other, design their instruction 
together, and teach each other have higher achievement scores than 
schools where teachers work in isolation. 

3. Collegial relationships fostered by collaboration break down barriers 
between departments and among teachers and administrators. Colle- 
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giality also encourages intellectual discourse that leads to consensus 
and promotes feelings of unity and commonality among the staff. 

4. Collaboration supports professional development and contributes to 
improved teaching and learning. 

5 . Collaborative environments are particularly helpful to beginning teach- 



6. Teacher participation is critical to the success of any change effort. 

Smylie (1994) reviewed studies dealing with participative decision 
making and found that collaboration increases teacher commitment, satis- 
faction, and morale. He suggested, however, that these collaborative ef- 
forts usually have little impact on the way teachers teach. In her study of 
school-based decision making, Hannaway (1993) found very little evidence 
of positive change in the classroom. In fact, her analysis suggested that 
high level involvement in school-based management, because of the time 
and energy it takes, may actually have detrimental effects on classroom 
instruction. Elmore (1993) suggested that school/site-based management 
clearly threatens established power relationships and that “Debates about 
centralization and decentralization in American education, then, are mainly 
debates about who should have access to and influence over decisions, not 
about what the content and practice of teaching and learning should be or 
how to change those things” (p. 40). 

Some research, however, supports positive classroom effects of col- 
laboration. For example, teachers who participate in district-level curricu- 
lar and instructional program decision making reported substantial gains in 
their own understanding of student learning and the instructional processes 
that influenced the work of their students (Smylie, Brownlee-Conyers, & 
Crowson 1991). In addition, Smylie (1994) found that school-site collabo- 
rative decision making “prompted teachers to share ideas and experiment 
with different instructional strategies” (p. 140). Strong relationships be- 
tween participative decision making and systemic curriculum and instruc- 
tional changes were found in Chicago schools with democratic politics and 
strong professional cultures (Bryk, Easton, Kerbow, Rollow, & Sebring, 
1993). 

The research on collaborative decision making suggests that teacher 
participation does positively affect the school. Higher morale and teacher 
satisfaction, positive school climate, better communication, and increased 
involvement and empowerment are consistently reported. On the other hand, 
with a few exceptions, there appears to be little evidence that collaboration 
brings about changes in classroom practice. 
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□ Teacher involvement in decision making 

The extent to which teachers are empowered to make decisions is an 
area that has been examined by several studies. The NASSP Study of Lead- 
ership in Middle Level Schools (Valentine et al., 1993) investigated the 
degree of involvement of leadership teams in decision making. The find- 
ings do not reflect a high degree of active involvement in decision making 
on the part of leadership teams or staff committees. The level of involve- 
ment was most typically focused on making recommendations or holding 
discussions. Real power to make decisions was infrequent. When com- 
pared to data from the NASSP 1981 Study (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, & 
Keefe, 1981) the “degree of change in the 12 years and the level of impact 
of shared decision making in middle level schools across the nation is modest 
at best” (Valentine et al. 1993, p. 39). 

The low degree of participation in collaborative decision making may 
be indicative of differing perceptions of teachers and administrators about 
participative decision making. In a study conducted by Shedd and Bacharach 
(1991), 93 percent of the principals queried reported that decision making 
in their schools was a collaborative process. Only 32 percent of the teach- 
ers in these same schools characterized the decision-making process as 
being collaborative. Shedd and Bacharach (1991) attributed the differences 
in perception to the principals’ belief that giving teachers opportunities to 
share opinions was collaborative decision making. Teachers, however, “dis- 
missed mere consultation, particularly if it involved a handpicked group of 
teachers” (p. 141). 

Is the low degree of teacher participation in decision making prima- 
rily an issue of differing perceptions between administrators and princi- 
pals? Probably not. Other factors may also come into play. For example, 
principals may be uncomfortable with or unwilling to share decision mak- 
ing or to give up their consolidated power (Bryk, Easton, Kerbow, Rollow, 
& Sebring, 1993). Teachers may not be willing to become involved in de- 
cision making, particularly if they perceive it to be based on external com- 
pliance models or district, school board, or state mandates (Smylie, 1994). 
In addition, teachers and administrators may not be willing to or able to 
find the time to collaborate (Bird & Little, 1986; Clark & Clark, 1994; 
Dawson, 1984). 

Drawing from their research, Levine and Eubanks (1992) identified 
the following as major obstacles in implementing site (school)-based man- 
agement, a comprehensive form of collaborative decision making: 

• Inadequate time, professional development, and technical assistance. 
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• Difficulties in stimulating consideration and acceptance of inconve- 
nient changes. 

• Unresolved issues involving administrative leadership and enhanced 
power among other participants. 

• Constraints on teacher participation in decision making. 

• Reluctance of administrators at all levels to give up traditional pre- 
rogatives. 

• Restrictions imposed by school board, state, and federal regulations 
and by contracts with teacher organizations. 

Bailey (1991) and Carlson (1996) identified additional potential prob- 
lems in collaborative decision making. These problems included : (1) change 
takes time and teachers are often too busy to spend much time on school 
decision making; (2) collaborative decision making can raise unrealistic 
expectations of what can or should be accomplished through collaborative 
efforts as many of the problems facing schools lie outside the control of 
teachers, parents, and administrators; (3) the uncertainty surrounding schools 
about the issues of effectiveness and the processes of becoming effective 
creates a climate of ambiguity that makes school decision making a diffi- 
cult task. 




□ Collaboration: Implications for school leaders 

The organization, development, and implementation of successful col- 
laboration requires that principals assume a variety of important roles. These 
roles draw heavily from the research and literature on transformational lead- 
ership. Bums’ notion that “transforming leadership is elevating” and as a 
result “leaders and followers raise one another to high levels of motivation 
and morality” (Rost, 1991, p. 83 ) serves as a foundation for successful 
collaboration. In addition, the following concepts of transformational lead- 
ership as identified by Louis, Kruse, and Raywid (1996), Louis and Murphy 
(1994), Leithwood and Steinbach (1995), Sergiovanni (1990), Rost (1991), 
and others provide the structure critical for bringing about meaningful school 
change through collaborative decision making. 

Leading from the Center (delegating leadership responsibilities; de- 
veloping collaborative decision-making processes; bringing shared authority 
to life) 

Enabling and Supporting Teacher Success (helping formulate a shared 
vision; cultivating a network of relationships; allocating resources consis- 
tent with vision; providing information; promoting teacher development) 

Managing Reform (ensuring that resources align with goals; bringing 
teachers into the information loop; managing relationships between school 
and community ) ^21 
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Extending the School Community (promoting the school; working with 
the governing board) 

The desirability of the transformational approach to leadership in bring- 
ing about school change is well documented. The research findings of Hall 
and Hord (1987), Smith and Andrews (1989), and Wilson and Corcoran 
(1989) suggested that effective leaders are those who inspire followers to a 
higher purpose while at the same time taking specific actions that enable 
the process to move forward toward some expressed or articulated goal or 
objective. These findings were reinforced by Leith wood and Jantzi (1990) 
who found that principals who were successful in school improvement: 

• Used a variety of bureaucratic mechanisms to stimulate and reinforce 
cultural change; 

• Fostered staff development; 

• Engaged in direct and frequent communication about cultural norms, 
values, and beliefs; 

• Shared power and responsibility with others; and 

• Used symbols to express cultural values. 

The findings of Leithwood and Jantzi (1990) and others support 
Carlson when he stated “there is a consensus view that the organizations of 
the future . . . will need leaders and followers invested in a transformational 
process” (1996, p. 137). Such a process, according to Bryman (1992), 
includes visionary leadership, communicating the vision, empowerment, 
organizational culture, and trust. 

School leaders who practice the principles of transformational lead- 
ership will facilitate collaborative decision making by (Leithwood & Jantzi, 
1990; Louis, Kruse, & Raywid, 1996): 

• Providing time for collaborative decision making; 

• Assuming the role of intellectual leader and stimulating 
intellectual growth of all stakeholders; 

• Empowering and trusting others to make good decisions; 

• Allowing others to assume leadership positions; 

• Creating, supporting, and nurturing a community of learners; 

• Focusing collaborative efforts on the improvement of educational 
experiences of the students. 

□ Summary 

Building involvement in decision making presents some major challenges 
for middle level leaders. These challenges, which focus around issues of 
influence, authority, and direction raise some interesting questions: How 
can authority be shared while still meeting the demands for administrator 
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accountability expected by superintendents, school boards, and state legis- 
latures? How can schools be organized to facilitate broadly based partici- 
pation in decision making? How can collaborative decision making be fo- 
cused to foster positive climate and empowerment while at the same time 
improve the quality of educational experiences? Answers to these ques- 
tions lie in the various forms adopted for collaboration and the attitudes 
and willingness of middle level leaders to share decision making in ways 
that are meaningful and significant. S3 
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Women in Leadership Roles 



I n spite of the increased involvement of women in a variety of school 
leadership roles over the past decade, little of the past leadership lit- 
erature has focused on women leaders in education. Noddings (1990), 
for example, lamented the absence of feminist scholarship from educa- 
tional administration as a field of study. Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, 
the theoretical bases that emerged for educational leadership were predomi- 
nantly centered around research conducted by white males studying white 
male leaders (Dunlap, 1995; Hill & Ragland, 1995). In fact, this research 
has largely shaped the standards of success for school administrators, stan- 
dards of success that are built around male models of discipline and power 
(Kempner, 1991). 

Women leaders, however, are redefining leadership on their own terms 
and devising ways of leading that make sense to them (Helgeson, 1995). 
They are achieving success in implementing appropriate programs in middle 
level schools (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, & Melton, 1993), and they 
are overrepresented in principalships of schools identified as being highly 
successful (Shakeshaft, 1987). This success of women leaders should not 
be surprising, for over the past ten years numerous research studies have 
suggested that: (a) the new vision of the effective school principal is of one 
who is collaborative in decision making and skilled at instructional leader- 
ship (Andrews & Basom, 1990; Kanthak, 1991), (b) the traditional female 
approaches to schooling look like the prescriptions for administrative be- 
havior in effective schools (Rutherford, 1985), (c) successful women lead- 
ers demonstrate high levels of skill in communication, problem solving, 
organizational savvy, team building, and instruction and curriculum 
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(Andrews & Basom, 1990; Gardenswartz & Rowe, 1987; Hill & Ragland, 
1995; Marshall, 1988; Shakeshaft, 1987), and (d) as a group women are 
more likely to evidence behavior associated with effective leadership (Smith 
& Andrews, 1989). 

In this chapter, we will examine the evolution of research on women 
in leadership positions, offer a profile of women leaders in education, and 
describe the qualities that women bring to their leadership positions. The 
chapter will conclude with the implications of the research for women de- 
siring to obtain leadership positions. 



□ Perspectives on Research on Women Leaders □ 

In examining the unique role of women in leadership, Shakeshaft (1987) 
suggested that research on women in administration began to appear in the 
early 1970s and by the mid 1980s the literature and research had become 
substantial and progressed through the following six stages: 

1. Documentation of the lack of women in leadership positions (How 
many women in school administration? What kinds of positions do 
they hold?) 

2. Identification of famous or exceptional women in the history of school 
leadership (Is there a history of women in school leadership? Have 
women done the same things men have done? Do women’s achieve- 
ments meet male standards?) 

3. Investigation of women’s place in schools from the framework as 
disadvantaged or subordinate (Why are there so few women lead- 
ers?) 

4. Examination of women leaders - women studied on their own terms 
and the female world of leadership is documented (How do women 
leaders describe their experiences and lives?) 

5 . Confrontation of existing theories in educational leadership (How must 
theory change to include women’s experiences?) 

6. Transformation of theory so that both women’s and men’s theory can 
be understood together (What are theories of human behavior in or- 
ganizations?) 

These six stages provide an excellent historic perspective for exam- 
ining past and present leadership roles that women assume. Much of the 
information in this chapter is drawn from studies which focus on Stage 4 - 
Examination of Women Leaders (e.g. Andrews & Basom, 1990; Helgeson, 
1990, 1995; Hill & Ragland, 1995; Shakeshaft, 1987). It is evident from 
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these and other studies that new theories such as transformational leader- 
ship, which include as major components vision, communication of vision, 
empowerment, organizational culture, and trust (Bryman, 1992) strongly 
embrace values and skills found in women educational leaders (Clark, 1995; 
Hill & Ragland, 1995; Shakeshaft, 1987). It is also evident that these stud- 
ies are providing the necessary information to confront the existing theo- 
ries of educational leadership (Stage 5) and will lead to the transformation 
of theory so that both women’s and men’s theory can be understood to- 
gether (Stage 6). 

The leadership theories and practices now accepted not only incorpo- 
rate but appreciate the skills and characteristics of women’s leadership. 
Collaborative leadership practices are not, of course, the exclusive domain 
of women. Ample evidence exists that male leaders hired within the last 
ten years are also more likely to use collaborative and facilitative leader- 
ship (Helgeson, 1995; Kanthak, 1991). Perhaps the prediction made by 
Bums in 1978 is becoming a reality: 

As leadership comes more properly to he seen as a process of 
leaders engaging and mobilizing the human needs and aspira- 
tions of followers, women will he more readily recognized as 
leaders and men will change their own leadership styles. 



A profile of women in middle level and other levels of leadership drawn 
from the research (Hill & Ragland, 1995; Pavan & D’Angelo, 1990; Valen- 
tine et al., 1993) shows that women are older than their male counterparts, 
they were older when they received their first administrative appointment, 
they have fewer total years as administrators, and they have spent less time 
in their current position. Women have more years of teaching experience, 
more preparation (e.g. graduate degrees), tend to be in larger population 
areas, and represent greater ethnic diversity. 

Women principals indicated they chose to go into the principalship to 
use their special abilities more effectively, to work with people, to make a 
positive impact on children and teachers, to make a difference, and to im- 
prove instruction (Newman, 1993; Valentine etal., 1993; Woo, 1985). When 
asked to identify factors that were influential in receiving their first princi- 
pal appointment, females gave high ratings to “contacts in the profession” 
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and “performance in formal and informal assignments outside the class- 
room.” Female principals in the NASSP study (Valentine et al., 1993) at- 
tached greater importance to networking, mentoring, and sponsorship, av- 
enues that traditionally have been less available to them, and to the quality 
of their performance, than did the male principals. Females also indicated 
number of years and success as a teacher, number of years as an assistant 
principal, and successful job interview as being influential. 

Both female and male middle level principals questioned in the NASSP 
study (Valentine et al., 1993) believed an important path to the principalship 
was experience as assistant principals and in teacher leadership roles. Over 
one-half of the women and one-third of the men were assistant principals 
at the middle level prior to being appointed to the principalship. Eleven 
percent of the males moved directly from a teaching position to a 
principalship. This option appeared to be unavailable to women as none of 
the female respondents indicated that career path. Slightly more female 
principals reported that they had held department chairs (40 percent fe- 
male; 37 percent male), and more females than males had served as team 
leaders (27 percent female; 24 percent male). 



In drawing from the research on women in educational leadership, 
Shakeshaft (1987) identified four areas descriptive of female work behav- 
ior as an educational leader. Three of these descriptors, (1) the centrality of 
relationships with others, (2) the major focus of teaching and learning, and 
(3) the importance of building community, provide the focus for the fol- 
lowing section of this chapter. The fourth area, the gender issues of mar- 
ginality, token status, and sexist attitudes toward women, while important, 
will not be addressed as a separate topic in this chapter. 

□ Relationships and networking 

Relations with others are central to women administrators and they 
“spend more time with people, communicate more, care more about indi- 
vidual differences, are concerned more with teachers and marginal stu- 
dents, and motivate more” (Shakeshaft, 1987, p. 8). The importance of 
relationships may partially explain the leadership roles that women take. 
Helgeson (1990), for example, in interviewing women business leaders, 
found that they referred to themselves as being in the middle of things. Not 
at the top, but in the center; not reaching down, but reaching out. She also 
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described the importance of group affiliation rather than individual achieve- 
ment as having the highest value for women leaders. 

In the process of devising ways of leading that made sense to 
them , the women I studied had built profoundly integrated or- 
ganic organizations , in which the focus was on nurturing good 
relationships; in which the niceties of hierarchical rank and dis- 
tinction played little part , and in which lines of communication 
were multiple, open, and diffuse. — p. 265 

Networking is an important component in building relationships. 
Networking, according to Hill and Ragland (1995), emphasizes connec- 
tions and legitimizes social interaction with people. Swoboda and Millar 
(1986) found networking especially beneficial in helping women develop 
greater self-reliance and less dependency. While essential to passing along 
collective wisdom, they also found that the foundation developed through 
networking supports increased confidence in one’s leadership (Swoboda & 
Millar, 1986). The relationships and support developed through network- 
ing may, perhaps, offer an explanation as to why in the NASSP study (Val- 
entine et al., 1993) higher percentages of female principals held member- 
ships in every professional association category on the survey. This in- 
cluded memberships in professional teacher associations (e.g., NEA, AFT), 
administrator associations (e.g., NASSP, NAESP), subject area professional 
associations (e.g., NCTM, NCTE, NCSS), honorary professional associa- 
tions (e.g., PDK), and general professional associations for the middle level 
(e.g., NMSA). 

□ Curriculum and instruction 

Women spend more time on the curricular and instructional aspects 
of the principalship and are more likely to be perceived by their teachers as 
exemplifying instructional leadership than are men (Andrews & Basom, 
1990). Women principals, according to Shakeshaft’s (1987) analysis of re- 
search, “are more instrumental in instructional learning than are men, and 
they exhibit greater knowledge of teaching methods and techniques” (p. 
8). The data from the NASSP study (Valentine et al., 1993) are consistent 
with the findings of Andrews and Basom (1990) and of Shakeshaft (1987). 
Over half of the women middle level principals in the study reported they 
spent more than 60 hours per week on the job as compared with less than a 
third of their male counterparts, and more of that time was spent on pro- 
gram development by women principals than by men. This, along with 
their strong belief system favoring interdisciplinary teaming and advisory 
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programs, may explain why female principals were more likely to have 
these programs in their schools then were male principals. 

The greater support for and implementation of appropriate middle 
level programs in schools by female principals may be partially explained 
by a strong commitment to middle level education. It may also be explained 
by the fact that they have considerably more teaching experience than male 
principals (McGrath, 1992; Pavan & D’Angelo, 1990; Valentine et al., 1993) 
and by their strong interest in curriculum and instructional issues (Andrews 
& Basom, 1990; Shakeshaft, 1987). 

□ Community building and visionary leadership 

Shakeshaft (1987) reported that building a community was an essen- 
tial part of women’s leadership style. Women use language that encourages 
community building, engage in participatory styles that foster inclusive- 
ness, and reach out to the community (Marshall, 1988). The NASSP study 
(Valentine et al., 1993), for example, found that female middle level princi- 
pals were more likely than males to seek participation from citizens and 
parents in advisory activities. Typically these activities include offering 
advice and suggestions regarding: student activities; school finances and 
fund raising; program changes; considering new programs; determining 
objectives and priories of the school. Female principals are also more likely 
than males to involve parents and citizens in the operations of the school 
such as sponsors of student activities, as school and classroom resource 
persons, and as volunteer aides and tutors. This collaborative behavior is 
strongly supported by Helgeson (1990) who in her study described the lead- 
ership style of women leaders in the business sector. She suggested that 
women typically place themselves in the middle of the organization rather 
than at the top. The result is what she calls “a web of inclusion,” an organi- 
zation that includes all, even those on the periphery, in sharing the respon- 
sibilities and rewards of major undertakings. Obviously, women middle 
level principals in the NASSP study (Valentine et al., 1993) are using the 
web of inclusion in their attempts to involve parents and community mem- 
bers in the operation of their schools. 

In addition to increasing the “web of inclusion,” community building 
also requires leaders with a vision for their schools. Women principals in 
Hill and Ragland’s (1995) study when asked to give descriptors of their 
leadership styles used words and phrases such as “problem solvers” and 
“creators of vision and ideas.” They also used other words that describe 
behavior critical to building community: high expectations for self and oth- 
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ers, trustworthiness, fairness, dependability, and honesty in dealing with 
people. 

References to empowering others and team building, two other im- 
portant factors in community building, are found frequently in the study of 
women’s leadership. Hill and Ragland (1995) found that women are not 
threatened by empowering others and that they (women) are more adept at 
empowering and team building than are men. They also suggested that “in 
enlightened schools, administrators no longer consider how to handle teach- 
ers but instead find ways to empower” (Hill & Ragland, 1995, p. 45). 



□ Implications for Practice □ 

As the research indicates, females in leadership roles are making important 
contributions to the advancement of developmentally responsive schools 
for young adolescents. The NASSP study (Valentine et al., 1993) and other 
research (Hill & Ragland, 1995; Shakeshaft, 1987) in the past decade indi- 
cate that not only do females bring more instructional experience into the 
middle level school principalship, they are more highly educated, they are 
more involved in professional associations, they are more likely to focus 
their energies on personnel and program issues, they are more likely to 
have specifically “identified” middle level programs in their schools, and 
they are more likely to engage parents and community members in school 
governance and activities. 

It also appears that more females are assuming leadership responsi- 
bilities in their middle level schools (Valentine et al., 1993). After a decline 
in numbers in the 1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s (Marshall, 1984), the num- 
bers of women in middle level leadership positions have increased from 
six percent in 1981 (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, & Keefe) to 20 percent in 
1993 (Valentine et al., 1993). By assuming the positions of assistant princi- 
pals, department heads, team leaders, and members of school leadership 
councils (Valentine et al., 1993), female middle level educators are not 
only employing their expertise and extending their influence at their schools, 
they are taking important steps on the pathway to the principalship. It is 
reasonable to assume that if this trend continues, more and more females 
will be appointed to middle level principalships. 

Women educators who are actively preparing themselves for leader- 
ship roles are encountering more comfortable graduate school settings (Hill 
& Ragland, 1995). Comprising more that 60 percent of the students en- 
rolled in educational leadership programs (McCarthy, Kuh, Newell, & 
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Iacona, 1988), women are now engaged in programs that are more realisti- 
cally linked with the reality of the workplace, that are increasing the num- 
ber of women faculty members, and that are initiating reforms in approaches 
to preparing school leaders. Women are emerging from these reformed 
preparation programs with insights and essential skills necessary for rede- 
signing school structures (Hill & Ragland, 1995). Women must continue to 
seek out opportunities to improve their skills and commit themselves to 
active participation in leadership preparation programs. 

Women educators must also be more proactive in seeking out leader- 
ship positions in their schools (Hill & Ragland, 1995). Teacher leadership, 
an area where women appear to be actively involved (Valentine et al., 1993), 
provides opportunities for women to showcase their leadership skills (Hill 
& Ragland, 1995). Although it is still ill defined in its application and un- 
tested in its contribution to student achievement (Smylie, 1994), teacher 
leadership offers one of the most promising opportunities for teachers to 
gain valuable skills, become more visible, and to network with school, dis- 
trict, and community leaders. Seeking out and actively participating in the 
variety of leadership opportunities in their schools should be a high prior- 
ity of women desiring administrative positions. 

The research is very clear about the contributions of women leaders. 
With only 20 percent of the nation’s middle level schools being led by 
women principals, it is evident that a rich pool of potential leaders remains 
largely untapped. It is critical that continued efforts be made to encourage 
women to consider administrative positions as a career option; to involve 
them in leadership experiences in the school, district, and community; and 
to facilitate opportunities for participation in programs that will assist them 
in acquiring the skills and insights necessary for success. ® 
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M iddle schools have been involved in the restructuring work of 
reform for the past two decades, a period of time when the num- 
ber of middle level schools has steadily increased while the 
number of junior highs has decreased ( Digest of Education Statistics, 1995). 
Less dramatic is the increase in specific middle level practices implemented 
in schools for young adolescents, a fact which may bear witness to a gen- 
eral resistance to educational change (Wehlage, Smith, & Lipman, 1992), 
the persistence of standard operational procedures reinforcing old behav- 
iors (Leithwood & Duke, 1993), and a variety of other explanations (Cu- 
ban, 1996). In many ways, this transition taking place in schools for young 
adolescents with its accompanying setbacks, gradual progress, and numer- 
ous successes has been the forerunner of the general restructuring move- 
ment currently taking place in elementary and secondary schools. At this 
time, elementary and high schools are adopting practices similar to middle 
school concepts, such as block scheduling, interdisciplinary faculty teams, 
and various programs to provide group and individual advisement. Similar 
to middle level reform, reform efforts in K-12 schools often encounter con- 
flicts and challenges - what Lieberman (1988) termed “turf, tension, and 
new tasks.” At the center of this dynamic change process is the middle 
school principalship. 

Recent studies provide evidence that for reform and restructuring to 
occur, effective school leadership is essential (Leithwood, Begley, & Cous- 
ins, 1990). Principal practices in many cases are associated with changes in 
the school’s culture, student achievement and behavior, attendance, and 
teachers’ willingness to change instructional practices (Leithwood & Duke, 
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1993). The importance of the principal in the area of restructuring and the 
change process is therefore central to this review of the research on middle 
level principals and its meaning for practitioners. We begin this chapter 
with a description of the roles, characteristics, and knowledge of effective 
middle level principals. That section is followed by a discussion of re- 
search studies specifically addressing behavioral aspects of more effective 
middle level principals. We conclude with a synthesis of the research on 
principals and restructuring. 

Compared to the many years of study of the K-12 principalship, the 
systematic study of principals in middle level schools is relatively new. In 
fact, the term “middle level” first appeared nationally as recently as 1981 
in a Dodge Foundation/National Association of Secondary School Princi- 
pals (NASSP) study report titled The Middle Level Principalship, Volume 
I: A Survey of Middle Level Principals and Programs (Valentine, Clark, 
Nickerson, & Keefe, 1981). Throughout the eighties “middle level” grew 
in acceptance as a viable alternative to the terms junior high school and 
middle school. While the formal initiation of the term can be traced to that 
study, the popularization of the term was due in large part to the tireless 
efforts of George Melton, NASSP’s Associate Executive Director. 
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□ Middle level principal roles, characteristics, and knowledge 

In many ways, the middle level principalship has been at the fore- 
front in the reform movement. Middle level principals have helped to es- 
tablish environments for curricular and instructional change developmen- 
tally appropriate for young adolescents. With the drastic evolution of middle 
level education from the all-too-often less than child-centered programs of 
the junior high to the more child-centered programs of the middle school, 
effective principals became leaders of change, establishers of moral and 
ethical principles, creators of empowering environments, and promoters of 
collegiality and collaborative decision making in schools for young ado- 
lescents. 

We see each of these roles enacted in team, school, and district meet- 
ings, where decisions are made regarding scheduling, curriculum, 
intramurals or scholastic sports, and the formation of partnerships with stake- 
holders. Spindler & George (1984) noted an essential role of middle school 
principals, “Principals must be a good moderator for open meetings, where 
divergent thinking must be expressed or recognized while working towards 
consensus” (p. 294). 

Clark and Clark (1989) emphasized that middle level administrators 
must have a passion for middle level schools. They noted that the passion 

338 

329 



The Middle Level Principalship 



must be a burning desire to do everything humanly possible to create a 
developmentally responsive school that meets the unique needs of young 
adolescents. Other characteristics include a willingness to share decision 
making and an attitude of support, care, and nurturance for all people in the 
school. Many of these characteristics are similar to previous findings where 
the effective middle school principal is (1) perceived by teachers as high in 
people orientation, (2) perceived by parents as extremely effective in work- 
ing with parents and the community, and (3) perceived by both parents and 
teachers as the key to a good school climate (Keefe, Clark, Nickerson, & 
Valentine, 1983). 

The Clarks (1989) provided insight into the unique knowledge bases 
for principals of middle level schools. They argued that significant knowl- 
edge in five areas is essential to make informed decisions: young adoles- 
cent characteristics and behavior, successful middle level programs, the 
school’s strengths and weaknesses, parental and community expectations, 
and the change process. 

Other researchers have cited the importance of the knowledge base 
for principals. George and Grebing (1992) listed the demonstration of “a 
compassionate understanding of the characteristics and needs of the devel- 
oping adolescent” (p. 3) as the first of seven essential skills of middle level 
leadership. Visionary leadership was examined by Stillerman (1992) who 
found that the visions of principals were shaped by their knowledge of 
exemplary middle school practices, and as visionary principals, they were 
successful in implementing their vision. Knowledge of exemplary prac- 
tice and educational research, such as the impact of staffing in the middle 
grades on instruction and relations (McPartland, 1990), may also guide 
principals’ decisions related to the hiring and maintaining of quality fac- 
ulty and staff or influence any of the other numerous daily decisions made 
by principals. 

□ Effective middle level principals 

Several studies are particularly noteworthy for their contributions to 
the knowledge of effective middle level leadership (Ingersoll, 1994; Johnson, 
1992; Keefe etal., 1983; Stillerman, 1992; Whitaker and Valentine, 1993). 
An NASSP research team (Keefe et al., 1983) identified the following char- 
acteristic behaviors of effective middle level principals. 

1 . Effective principals work significantly longer work days than the av- 
erage middle level principal. 

2. Effective principals view themselves as more democratic and partici- 
pative than their teachers view them. The teachers do perceive them 
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as very humane, fair, democratic, and high in people orientation and 
task accomplishment. 

3. Effective principals are rated extremely effective in staff relations and 
frequently interact with students, and involve a variety of persons 
and groups in new program development. 

4. Effective principals involve faculty in the planning and implementa- 
tion of staff development activities and value in-service over univer- 
sity training. 

Ten years later Whitaker and Valentine (1993) used a pool of 163 
middle level schools to identify schools with “more effective” principals 
and schools with “less effective” principals. They studied eight schools 
that were one standard deviation above or below the group norm based on 
(a) teacher responses to the Audit of Principal Effectiveness, a nationally 
normed assessment of principal skills, and (b) teacher responses to instru- 
ments from NASSP’s Comprehensive Assessment of School Environments 
(CASE) instrument set. On-site visits and interviews with teachers and the 
principals revealed three key differences between the more effective and 
less effective principals. 

1. Effective principals view themselves as responsible for all aspects of 
their school. Though these principals regularly involved staff, par- 
ents, and others in decision making, they believed it was their respon- 
sibility to do whatever was necessary to make their school be the best 
it could be. The less effective principals were much more willing to 
“blame” outside factors for problems in their schools. 

2. In effective schools , teachers and principals share the same perspec- 
tives of how much input teachers have in decision making with their 
schools. More effective principals and their teachers have the same 
perspective as to how the teachers are involved in decision making. 
Less effective principals indicated that they involve their teachers much 
more than their teachers feel that they do. 

3. Effective principals identify key teachers and informally involve them 
in decision making. Regardless of formal decision-making structures 
in their schools, effective principals went to their informal teacher 
leaders for input on major decisions or changes affecting the schools. 
In a study comparing more effective middle level principals with ran- 
domly selected ones, Bauck (1987) reached three conclusions supported 
by the studies of Keefe and associates (1983) and Keefe, Valentine, Clark, 
and Irvin (1994). His conclusions addressed the use of time, degree of au- 
thority, and perceptions of roadblocks of effective principals: 
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1. Effective principals spend less time on student behavior and district 
office responsibilities and more time on professional development 
and planning. 

2. Effective principals had more authority to fill teacher vacancies and 
to allocate budget funds than non-effective principals. 

3. Effective principals perceived roadblocks to accomplishing their ob- 
jectives as less constraining than did their peers. 

Stillerman (1992) looked at the visionary aspects of effective princi- 
pals at five middle schools to understand how they communicate and imple- 
ment a vision in their schools. 

In the current study , visionary leadership is portrayed as an in- 
teractive , recursive process in which the principal is continu- 
ally drawing on his/her own knowledge , values, personal and 
positional authority ; and technical know how y to shape school , 
culture toward a vision of exemplary middle grades schooling. 
Simultaneously ; the influence of district expectation/regulation 
and the status quo of school culture are shaping the principal's 
vision in an ongoing manner. — p. 60 

The George and Grebing (1992) list of principal skills needed to cre- 
ate and sustain middle level practices provide a link between research and 
practice. The applications of the essential skills which follow each listed 
skill were everyday examples of many researched tenets of successful middle 
level principal behaviors. These applications include building interdisci- 
plinary teams, establishing a process for continual school improvement, 
being an instructional leader, and hiring and maintaining quality faculty 
and staff. 

Each of these studies of middle school principals had certain similari- 
ties and differences in findings. The Whitaker & Valentine (1993) study 
revealed the engagement of effective principals with their faculty and key 
teachers while feeling responsible for their schools. Bauck (1987) on the 
other hand highlighted the use of time, degree of authority, and perceptions 
of roadblocks of effective principals, while Stillerman (1992) found an as- 
sociation between shared decision making and building a shared vision. 
The Keefe studies were very broad in nature and generally supported these 
conclusions and provided many other pertinent aspects of middle level lead- 
ership. Clearly, effective schools have strong principals who promote qual- 
ity collaboration and shared decision making. 
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□ The middle school principal and restructuring 

The middle school principal operates within a context of forces that 
Rowan (1990) labels as two inconsistent reform strategies that form the 
organizational design of schools. The first strategy is centralized control, 
with bureaucratic, top-down, hierarchical structures for decision making. 
This perspective of centralized control focuses on greater accountability 
and state controls, illustrated by the number of state legislatures and dis- 
tricts this decade that responded to problems by increasing bureaucratic 
control (Furhman, Clure, & Elmore, 1988; Rowan, Edelstein, & Leal, 1983; 
Trimble & Herrington, 1997). The other strategy is the professional au- 
tonomy of teachers in schools where supportive environments enhance 
the commitment and expertise of teachers (Darling-Hammond & Wise, 
1985; Rosenholtz, 1987). This strategy is exemplified by the recommenda- 
tions to replace hierarchical structures with networks and collaborative part- 
nerships for decision making (Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Pro- 
fession, 1986). 

These two perspectives play out in everyday life at the school level. It 
is the principal who must have the knowledge, skills, and positive mental 
frameworks to address and balance the forces representative of these per- 
spectives. We find, therefore, that the concept of “leadership for restruc- 
turing” is pervasive throughout contemporary literature of the principalship 
(Barth, 1990; Boyer, 1995; Goldring & Rallis, 1993; Hopkins, Ainscow, & 
West, 1994; Lieberman, Ed., 1995; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995; 
Sergiovanni, 1996). Two books of such magnitude focus specifically on 
the middle level principalship. 

In 1994, Sally and Don Clark’s Restructuring the Middle Level School: 
Implications for School Leaders was published. From the first chapter to 
the last, the Clarks articulately apply the research and literature of change 
and restructuring within the middle level context. They note that middle 
level schools are continually “under construction.” They described four 
factors necessary to sustain this process of change, or as they call it, “work 
in progress.” Their message is simple, but it succinctly reflects a major 
portion of the restructuring literature and thus the research about the con- 
temporary role of the middle level principal. 

1. Middle level educators must look to themselves for answers. Within 
each school community there is considerable expertise to solve prob- 
lems, implement new programs, improve school climate, and provide 
professional development. These schools’ successes come from a 
group of people who believe they can make a difference. 
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2. Middle level educators must reduce the sense of isolation that exists 
in their schools. They must find ways for teachers, administrators, 
parents, and community members to collaborate, to share expertise, 
and to participate in decision making. 

3. Middle level educators must recognize that parents are powerful al- 
lies in the education of young adolescents. Steps must be taken to 
establish structures that will involve parents in the everyday life of 
the school. — p. 296 

A discussion of the importance of the role of the principal in restruc- 
turing middle level schooling was a part of a comprehensive study of the 
middle level leadership sponsored by the National Association of Second- 
ary School Principals from 1991-1994. The first book report from that study, 
entitled Leadership in Middle Level Education , Volume 1: A National Sur- 
vey of Middle Level Leaders and Schools (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, & 
Melton, 1993) described in detail middle level principals, assistant princi- 
pals, and leadership team members. The second report, Leadership in Middle 
Level Education , Volume II: Leadership in Successful Restructuring Middle 
Level Schools (Keefe, Valentine, Clark, & Irvin, 1994) provided a rich de- 
scription of educational programs and practices used in successfully re- 
structuring schools. In that second volume, the authors reported character- 
istics of middle level principals of successfully restructuring schools. Those 
principals created environments with high levels of involvement and col- 
laboration in problem solving, governance, staff development, team opera- 
tions, and decision making. Systemic approaches for restructuring were 
evident in the successful schools. The concept of “community” was also 
evident, as were high standards, trust, empowerment, and consensus-based 
decision making. The restructuring schools had unique cultures that re- 
flected the values, beliefs, and behaviors of the faculty. 

Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century 
(Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1989) may, in time, be 
recognized as the most influential writing of the contemporary middle level 
era. While the report was not designed to address leadership per se, it does 
serve as a means to underscore the key concepts that have emerged from 
this review on the role of middle level principalship at the school site. Cre- 
ating a community for learning cannot be accomplished without the skills 
and competencies associated with restructuring. Empowering teachers and 
administrators necessitates collaborative decision making and an emotion- 
ally safe school climate. 

Evident to even the modest observer of the principalship is the drastic 
change in the role of the principalship over the past two decades, requiring 
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special skills of the principal to unify the school as a whole, involve stake- 
holders, satisfy the demands of parents and the community, and comply 
with state mandates. The complexity of the forces acting upon the 
principalship calls forth a variety of principal styles. Leithwood and Duke 
(1993) noted, “It seems unlikely that any single existing leadership focus 
or theory can capture adequately the range of qualities required of future 
leaders” (p. 329). As a result, the principalship transitioned from a “mana- 
gerial” focus to an “instructional” focus that includes skills in team build- 
ing (Trimble & Miller, 1996), in enabling adult growth and involving all 
stakeholders (Leithwood & Dukes, 1993), and in creating environments 
for shared participative management (Shedd & Bacharach, 1991). Now the 
principalship is in the midst of an era described by Sergiovanni (1996) and 
Clark and Clark (1996) as transformational and pedagogical. 

□ Conclusion 

More is known today about the persons called middle level principals 
than ever before. For example, the percentage of women in the middle 
level principalship is steadily increasing, moving from 4% in 1966 to 6% 
in 1981 and 20% in 1992. Thirty-five percent of assistant principals and 
66% of leadership team members were female in 1992. Female leaders 
were very evident in the restructuring schools, with women principals serv- 
ing as leaders in 32% of the successful restructuring schools studied by 
Valentine, Keefe, Clark, Irvin and Melton from 1992-94 (Valentine et al, 
1993; Keefe et al, 1994). Middle level principals have more formal educa- 
tion than their predecessors, as evidenced by the nearly doubled percent- 
age of principals with doctorates from 1966 (4%) to 1992 (11%). Nine 
percent of assistants and three percent of leadership team members have a 
doctorate. Female principals continue to be more formally educated than 
their male counterparts, with 17% holding a doctorate (Valentine et al, 1993). 
Higher levels of graduate preparation have been a consistent pattern for all 
middle level leaders for the past twenty-five years (Keefe et al, 1994). 

Such changes in the demographics of principals coincide with the 
changes in the roles, characteristics, knowledge, and behaviors of effective 
principals. Numerous pressures place the middle school principalship at 
the center of an arena where innovative practices are implemented within 
the framework of educational policy and school/community norms. The 
next decade will no doubt produce more research on specific elements of 
leadership that are conducive to bringing about change within the context 
of political pressures, reform initiatives, and limited resources. Current re- 
search points to middle level principals continuing to act not only as in- 
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structional/management leaders, but also as “enablers” of the transforma- 
tion of middle level schools to become more developmentally responsive 
to the nature and needs of young adolescents. GO 
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Setting a Research Agenda 



P erhaps for the first time since the onset of the great reorganization 
effort begun at the turn of the 20th century, middle level edu- 
cation reform initiatives can now be studied empirically. While 
serving as catalysts for future studies, past research has been neither 
coordinated nor comprehensive. The last decade of the 20th century and 
the first decade of the 2 1 st century should provide researchers with a number 
of bona fide middle schools (encompassing age appropriate programs, poli- 
cies, and practices for young adolescents) to embark on a new and excit- 
ing era of scholarship never before realized on a national scale. At the crux 
of the entire middle grades reform movement will remain the crucial issue 
of student achievement relative to middle school programs, policies, and 
practices. 

Contrary to popular belief, middle level education research is actu- 
ally ahead of its time, not behind. In fact, middle level education research 
is ahead of almost every other reform initiative - whether it be accelerated 
schools, essential schools, state standards, assessments, or teacher prepa- 
ration. In terms of education research as a whole, middle level efforts stand 
at the forefront. No other field, be it anthropology, medicine, psychology, 
or chemistry, for example, has advanced as quickly in methodologies and 
design as middle level education. While these other fields enjoy a long 
and substantial history (often spanning three hundred years or more), middle 
level education reform as a field of study did not really begin until after 
1900. While some research was performed during the first five decades of 
the 20th century, most substantive studies began well after the 1960s. Mo- 
mentum created by the 1960s movement away from junior highs to middle 
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schools “jump-started” research that escalated throughout the 1970s. The 
national call to alarm in the 1983 report A Nation At Risk and subsequent 
indictments against American public education fostered interest by the 
Carnegie Corporation to create a Task Force on Education of Young Ado- 
lescents. An initial report by this task force. Turning Points: Preparing 
American Youth for the 21st Century (Carnegie Council on Adolescent 
Development, 1989) created widespread interest and compelled schools 
throughout the United States to begin implementing bona fide programs, 
policies, and practices for young adolescent learners. 

Now, the crucial question being asked of middle grades education (as 
well as all education reformers) is: “Does it work?” or “To what extent are 
the reform efforts leading to improved student performance?” When legiti- 
mate questions such as these are broached, researchers tend to turn their 
attention to designs that will address them. The problem, however, is that 
researchers may spend an inordinate amount of time simply discovering 
that the “wrong” questions are being asked, or that the questions are being 
asked in the “wrong” way. Hence the need for a national middle school 
research agenda. 

To ensure that the “right” questions are being asked the “right” way 
the National Middle School Association is supporting an effort to establish 
a national middle grades research agenda. This concluding chapter of What 
Current Research Says to the Middle Level Practitioner takes a look at 
what has been done, what is being done, and what will be done to guide 
future efforts. 

Student achievement has been and continues to be the “bugaboo” of 
educational research as well as reform initiatives at every level of school- 
ing. Over the past three decades, a veritable smorgasboard of studies have 
addressed subtle understandings regarding relationships of a number of 
different middle level programs, policies, practices to various student and 
teacher experiences. While some researchers (most often using ethnographic 
approaches) have sought to understand school cultures and social 
interactions, only a precious few have tackled student outcomes, most no- 
tably academic achievement. Qualitative approaches, of course, cannot be 
generalized and, in the past, quantitative researchers have shied away from 
studying student achievement. The so-called “shadow studies” (Lounsbury 
& Clark, 1990; Lounsbury & Johnston, 1985, 1988; Lounsbury, Marani, & 
Compton, 1980; Lounsbury & Marani, 1964) provide keen insight into stu- 
dent life in schools as well as schooling in general; but, again, learning 
outcomes are not addressed. 
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The culmination in 1996 of a five-year ethnographic study begun in 
1991 by a team of UCLA researchers took a thorough look at the impact of 
Turning Points as well as state and local initiatives on middle level school 
reform (Oakes, Serna, & Guiton, 1996). While school programs, policies, 
and practices across different middle level grade spans were not specifi- 
cally identified for study, researchers found significant efforts to make posi- 
tive changes in the school community and culture to effect school improve- 
ment (Gong, 1996; Oakes, Vasudeva, & Jones, 1996; Quartz, 1996; Ryan 
& Freidlaender, 1996). 

Most quantitative studies have used self-report perceptional data that 
have not controlled for threats to internal or external validity. Merely ask- 
ing principals, for instance, to what degree they believe specific middle 
school components impact student achievement (as well as other outcomes 
such as behavior and attendance) does not provide the empirical data needed 
to validate student outcomes, especially achievement. Much more sophis- 
tication in design is necessary to validate causal variables and examine 
accurately cause-effect relationships. A significant improvement over past 
efforts is demonstrated in the latest attempts by researchers to identify causal 
relationships. Bruce & Singh (1996), for example, used path analysis tech- 
niques to examine the effects of a number of different school learning vari- 
ables on eighth-grade student achievement. 

In 1993, a group of researchers in Illinois began collecting and ana- 
lyzing school-level data including but not limited to achievement for a 
number of middle level schools. First in Illinois, then in neighboring states, 
and now throughout the country, researchers are engaged in data collection 
efforts that should help begin to answer the student achievement question. 

Preliminary results from the Illinois or AIMS study show that middle 
school components seldom have direct, linear relationships to achievement; 
but that varying combinations of programs, policies, practices at various 
levels of implementation have significant positive effects on student achieve- 
ment (Felner, Jackson, Kasak, Mulhall, Brand, & Flowers, 1997). “The 
central question of these analyses is the extent to which schools that have 
attained different levels of implementation show concomitant differences 
in student achievement, behavior, health practices, and socio/emotional ad- 
justment for all students and for targeted subgroups” (Felner et al., 1997, p. 
543). The findings of this multi-year study have thus far affirmed that stu- 
dents in schools with high levels of implementation of middle school pro- 
grams and practices demonstrated higher levels of achievement in math- 
ematics, language, and reading than students in schools with middle or low 
levels of implementation of middle school practices. Additionally, “reforms 
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implemented independently of one another are likely to produce little or no 
significant rise in student achievement, especially for disadvantaged youth” 
(Lipsitz, Jackson, & Austin, 1997, p. 519). That is, when practices such as 
interdisciplinary team organization and advisory groups are implemented 
together and in proper sequence, with leadership support and with adequate 
staff development, gains in student achievement and other outcomes are 
likely to be positive (Felner et al., 1997). “Our findings to date strongly 
support the view that high quality schooling, well implemented, can make 
profound contributions to the achievement, mental health, and socio/ 
behavioral functioning of students who are often left behind and for whom 
there is often a sense that school cannot make a difference in their lives” (p. 
550). 

From the AIMS study data and from years of experience with middle 
level reform efforts, Lipsitz, Mizell, Jackson, & Austin (1997) recommended 
that the necessary elements of reform included: 

• professional development 

• technical assistance 

• coordination from district and/or state level 

• networks between and among schools, universities, and state 
departments 

• data-driven decision making 

• leadership from superintendents 

• state-level leadership 

• improved teacher preparation 

• well-informed public constituencies 

• comprehensiveness of reform efforts (p. 535-538). 

The AIMS study, while ongoing, has assisted middle level educators 
in answering the question “Does it work?” The preliminary results indicate 
that implementing only a piece of the Turning Points (19890 recommenda- 
tions does not have the positive impact on student outcomes (achievement, 
health, behavior) but that implementing a number of recommendations si- 
multaneously, properly sequenced, and properly supported does have a posi- 
tive impact. While these preliminary discoveries hold promise, various non- 
linear hierarchical models will need to be tested and re-tested over time to 
understand fully both the significance and importance of these relation- 
ships. 

Recognition of the current state of middle level research along with 
the need to address achievement issues has led the National Middle School 
Association to develop a research agenda. A Research Agenda Task Force 
met in January 1996 to draft both an agenda and an action plan to 
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operationalize the agenda. Using This We Believe (1995) to develop re- 
search questions, this NMSA action plan could lead to research activities 
that determine the relationship between various types of middle level pro- 
grams, practices, and curricula and student outcomes such as achievement. 

Coordinated efforts among professional organizations, universities, 
and middle level schools can eventually add pieces to the research agenda 
puzzle. The last two decades have provided rich and useful information for 
school reform in middle level schools. In the past five years, researchers 
have found ways to answer the big “Does It Work?” question. The next 
decade holds promise for more definitive answers of “What Works?”and 
“Under What Conditions?” E 
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nal of Early Adolescence , and Journal of Reading, as well as several chapters in 
books of readings. Ed writes and edits two newsletters for parents of young ado- 
lescents, The In-Between Years and The Family Connection and is co-author of 
two books on middle level curriculum, Dissolving Boundaries: Toward an Inte- 
grative Curriculum (1995 with Capelluti) and Second Generation Curriculum: 
What and How We Teach at the Middle Level (1994 with Capelluti). His middle 
level interests include curriculum development, parent engagement, and school 
change. 

Judith Allen Brough is Professor and Chair of the Education Department at 
Gettysburg College in Pennsylvania. She studied education at Shippensburg Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania (B.S. and Ed.M.) and the State University of New York at 
Buffalo (Ed.D) where she specialized in curriculum planning and middle level 
education. Her earlier professional experience includes ten years of teaching in 
grades six through nine. Among her publications and presentations are those which 
focus on middle level education, reading and the language arts, cognitive implica- 
tions for learning, home-school partnerships, teaching strategies, and curriculum 
development and evaluation. Her most recent work includes contributions to the 
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Scott Foresman's grades 6-9 literature series and the study of schools which have 
implemented alternative curriculum delivery systems. 

Donald C. Clark is Professor and Head of the Educational Administration/ 
Leadership Program at the University of Arizona, Tucson. He earned degrees from 
Pasadena College (B. A.), California State University at Los Angeles (M. A. ), and 
the University of Southern California (Ed. D). He has been active in middle level 
education for more than thirty-five years as a teacher, building level and school 
district administrator, and university professor. He has served as a member of two 
national research teams which studied middle level schools and their leaders and 
he was co-director of the National Study of Eighth Grade reported in Inside Grade 
Eight: From Apathy to Excitement (1990 with Lounsbury). He has also been a 
member the National Association of Secondary Principals' Council on Middle Level 
Education, the research Committee of the National Middle School Association, 
and he currently serves as co-director of research for the Western Regional Middle 
Level Consortium. He has authored and edited eight books including his most 
recent books Restructuring the Middle Level School: Implications for School Lead- 
ers (1994 with Clark) and The Middle Level Principals Role in Implementing 
Interdisciplinary Curriculum (1995 with Clark), written more than 50 journal ar- 
ticles, and has served as a consultant to numerous school districts and professional 
organizations. 

Sally N. Clark is Senior Lecturer in Secondary and Middle Level Education 
at the University of Arizona in Tucson. A graduate of California State University 
at Los Angeles (B. A.), Pasadena College (M. A. ), and the University of Arizona 
(Ed. D.), she teaches undergraduate and graduate classes in middle level and sec- 
ondary education and has authored more than 45 articles and monographs on middle 
level education, school leadership, and women in middle level administration. She 
has also written and co-edited four books, including Restructuring the Middle Level 
School: Implications for School Leaders (1994 with Clark) and The Middle Level 
Principals Role in Implementing Interdisciplinary Curriculum (1995 with Clark). 
She is a reviewer for Research in Middle Level Education Quarterly and is on the 
editorial board of The Journal of Adolescent Research. She has served as guest 
editor for Schools in the Middle , coordinated two forums for women in adminis- 
tration sponsored by the University of Arizona and NASSP and was Co-Director 
for three years of the Greater Tucson School-University Partnership, Middle Level 
Support Group. Currently she is on the Executive Board of the Western Regional 
Middle Level Consortium and is Co-Director of its Research Committee. 




359 



348 



What Current Research Says 



Thomas S . Dickinson is Associate Professor of Education at Indiana State 
University in Terre Haute. A graduate of Wake Forest University (B.A.) and the 
University of Virginia (M.Ed. and Ed. D.), he taught middle and secondary stu- 
dents in his native Virginia for eight years before moving to the college teaching 
ranks. He has co-authored and edited a number of books including We Gain More 
Than We Give: Teaming in Middle Schools (1997 with Erb), America s Middle 
Schools: Practices and Progress — A 25 Year Perspective (1996 with McEwin and 
Jenkins), A Vision of Excellence: Organizing Principles for Middle Grades Teacher 
Preparation (1995 with McEwin, Erb, and Scales), The Professional Preparation 
of Middle Level Teachers: Profiles of Successful Programs (1995 with McEwin), 
Readings in Middle School Curriculum: A Continuing Conversation (1993); and 
OnSite: Preparing Middle School Teachers Through Field Experiences (1991 with 
Butler and Davies). His primary interests in middle school education include the 
professional preparation of middle school teachers and the role of standards in 
teacher education. 

Nancy M. Doda is Professor at National-Louis University at the Washing- 
ton, D. C. Center where she teaches in the Interdisciplinary Studies Program in the 
Graduate School of Education. A graduate of Wake Forest University, she taught 
middle school language arts in a multiage grouped middle school for many years 
while completing her Master’s and Ph. D. at the University of Florida with a spe- 
cialization in Middle Level Education and Anthropology and Education. Nancy 
has designed and conducted professional development opportunities for teachers, 
administrators, and parents in over 48 states, Canada, Europe, and the Far East in 
an effort to improve middle level schooling and classroom practices. She was the 
author of the column, “Teacher to Teacher” in Middle School Journal for many 
years and co-authored Team Organization: Promise-Practices and Possibilities 
(1989 with Erb) and has written numerous articles on various aspects of middle 
school education with particular attention to assisting practitioners struggling to 
visualize and implement best practices. Her current agenda includes work in urban 
education, educational equity, and continued work on sustaining and refining com- 
prehensive middle school reform. 

Jacquelynne S . Eccles received her Ph.D. in psychology at UCLA in 1974. 
She did her undergraduate work at University of California at Berkeley and is 
currently a Professor of Psychology and a Research Scientist at the University of 
Michigan. She is also the director of the Combined Program in Education and 
Psychology at the University of Michigan. She was Assistant Vice-President for 
Research at the University of Michigan from 1987-88 and is a member of the 
MacArthur Foundation Network on Successful Adolescent Development and is 
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the chair of the new MacArthur Foundation Network on Successful Pathways 
through Middle Childhood. She is author or co-author of many articles and book 
chapters on topics ranging from gender-role socialization, teacher expectancies, 
and classroom influences on student motivation to adolescent development in the 
family and school context. Her current work focuses on: (1) contextual influences 
on the development of self and task perceptions and activity preferences, (2) suc- 
cessful development during middle childhood and adolescence, and (3) the transi- 
tion into early adulthood. She is the Principal Investigator on three longitudinal 
studies investigating these three sets of issues. 

C. Victoria Faircloth , a former elementary and middle level teacher, is As- 
sistant Professor at Western Carolina University in Cullowhee, North Carolina. A 
graduate of the Toccoa Falls College (B. S.), Georgia State University (M. Ed.), 
and University of Georgia (Ed. D.), she has served as President of the Special 
Interest Group in Middle Level Education for the American Educational Research 
Association. Victoria has co- authored Beyond Separate Subjects: Integrative Learn- 
ing at the Middle Level (1995 with Siu- Runyan), written other chapters and ar- 
ticles on middle level education, and presented at conferences and workshops. 

Laurie E. Hart is Associate Professor of Elementary Education at The Uni- 
versity of Georgia in Athens. A graduate of Purdue University (B. S.), University 
of Texas at Austin (M. A.), and University ofWisconsin-Madison (Ph. D.), she has 
taught at the middle, high school, and university levels. Her research focuses on 
middle school education, mathematics education, and equity issues in education. 
Her work has been published in many journals, including Middle School Journal , 
Research in Middle Level Education , Journal for Research in Mathematics Edu- 
cation , Elementary School Journal, Teacher Education Quarterly, Action in Teacher 
Education , and Arithmetic Teacher. For the past five years she has directed a fed- 
erally-funded initiative in Georgia to improve the mathematics and science com- 
ponents of preparation for middle level teachers. 

Rebecca A. Hines is currently an Assistant Professor in the Department of 
Secondary Education at Southeast Missouri State University, Cape Girardeau. Her 
dissertation received the 1995 Distinguished Dissertation Award from the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals’ Council on Middle Level Education. 
She has worked in inclusive settings as a regular educator, a special educator, and 
as a co-teacher in a fully inclusive middle school. She continues to examine inclu- 
sive settings and publishes and presents nationally on this topic. 
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David Hough , Editor, Research in Middle Level Education Quarterly , the 
National Middle School Association’s official publication for the dissemination of 
research findings, is also Associate Dean, College of Education, Southwest Mis- 
souri State University, and Director, Southwest Professional Development Center. 
David has authored several research reports regarding middle level program com- 
ponents and grade-span configuration. His most recent research published in the 
Journal of Research in Rural Education addresses student achievement. He co- 
authored a college text. Middle Level Teaching: Methods and Resources (1995 
with Kellough and Kellough), and drafted the new NMSA document, A Middle 
School Research Agenda for the 21st Century (1997). After earning a Ph.D. in 
educational policy analysis from the University of California, Riverside, in 1991, 
David joined the faculty at Southwest Missouri State University, Springfield. 

Judith L . Irvin is Program Coordinator for the Department of Educational 
Leadership at Florida State University in Tallahassee. She served as Editor of Re- 
search in Middle Level Education for the National Middle School Association 
(1989-1994) and Chair of the Research Committee (1990-1996). A former social 
studies teacher, she obtained a Ph. D. in reading/language arts. She authored nu- 
merous books including Reading and the Middle School Student: Strategies to 
Enhance Literacy (Second Edition, 1997) and edited Transforming Middle Level 
Education: Prospectives and Possibilities (1992). She also co-authored Enhanc- 
ing Social Studies Through Literacy Strategies ( 1 995 with Lunstrum, Lynch-Brown, 
and Shepard), Starting Early with Study Skills: Learning and Remembering in the 
Elementary Grades (1995 with Rose), Leadership in Restructuring Middle Level 
Schools: Volume II: A National Study of Middle Level Leaders and their Schools 
(1994 with Valentine, Clark, and Keefe), and Leadership in Middle Level Educa- 
tion: Volume I - A National Survey of Middle Level Leaders and Their Schools 
(1993 with Valentine, Clark, Keefe, and Melton). She writes the What Research 
Says to the Middle Level Practitioner Department for Middle School Journal and 
is current Chair of the Task Force on Literacy for Young Adolescents, a collabora- 
tive effort between NMSA and International Reading Association. 

/. Howard Johnston is Professor of Secondary Education at the University 
of South Florida. Howard has been a junior high and high school teacher and is 
now a well-established author, lecturer, and researcher. He has written over 100 
works on middle level education, among the most notable is How Fares the Ninth 
Gradel (1985 with Lounsbury) and Life in the Three Sixth Grades (1988 with 
Lounsbury ), The New American Family ( 1 990), What Research Says to the Middle 
Level Practitioner (1986 with Markle), and Effective Schooling for Economically 
Disadvantaged Students: School-Based Strategies for Diverse Student Populations 
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(1992). Howard is the recipient of the of the National Middle School Association’s 
Presidential Award, the National Association of Secondary School Principals’ Dis- 
tinguished Service Award, and the New England League of Middle Schools’ Dis- 
tinguished Achievement Award. In recent years, he has been interested in the abil- 
ity of middle schools to accommodate student diversity and assure success for all 
youth. 

Richard P. Lipka is Professor of Education at Pittsburg State University in 
Kansas. A graduate of the State University of New York College at Buffalo (B.S., 
M.S.) and the University of Illinois (Ph.D.), he taught sixth grade as a member of 
a four person team in Amherst, New York. His research interest is affective devel- 
opment with an emphasis upon self-concept and self-esteem. To that end, he served 
as co-editor of Self-Perspective Across the Life-Span (1992 with Brinthaupt) and 
co-author on When the Kids Come First : Enhancing Self-Esteem (1987 with Beane) 
and Self-Concept and Self-Esteem and the Curriculum (1986 with Beane). 

Douglas J. Mac Iver is the Associate Director and a Research Scientist at 
the Center for Social Organization of Schools, Johns Hopkins University in Balti- 
more, MD. A graduate of Occidental College (B.A.) and University of Michigan 
(Ph.D.), he has been engaged in middle level research for 18 years. His research 
focuses on the impact of middle school reform on students’ learning opportunities, 
motivation, and achievement. He has authored articles for the Annual Review of 
Psychology , Educational Psychology , Child Development , Developmental Psychol- 
ogy , American Educator , and many other journals. He has also co-authored Edu- 
cation in the Middle Grades: National Practices and Trends (1990 with Epstein). 



Janet E. McDaniel is Associate Professor at California State University San 
Marcos, where she serves as Coordinator of Middle Level Teacher Education. A 
graduate of Whitman College (B. A.), she taught middle school social studies for 
twelve years before earning her M.Ed. and Ph. D. at the University of Washington. 
Her research interests are middle school teaching and teacher education. With her 
CSUSM colleagues, she has published regularly in journals such as Middle School 
Journal , Research in Middle Level Education , and Teacher Education Quarterly. 
Her recent co-authored book is Working with Middle School Students (1996 with 
Stowell, Rios, and Christopher). 




C. Kenneth McEwin is Professor of Curriculum and Instruction at Appala- 
chian State University, Boone, North Carolina. A graduate of East Texas State 
University (B. S. & M. Ed.) and North Texas State University (Ed. D.), he taught 
sixth grade and was an elementary school principal in Texas. A past-president of 
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the National Middle School Association (1983) and recipient of the Lounsbury 
Award (1989) from that association, he has co-authored America s Middle Schools: 
Programs and Progress - A 25 Year Perspective (1996 with Dickinson and Jenkins), 
A Vision of Excellence: Organizing Principles for Middle Grades Teacher Prepa- 
ration (1995 with Dickinson, Erb, and Scales), and Growing Pains: The Making of 
America s Middle School Teachers (1994 with Scales). Ken has been a leader in 
the development of criteria for assessing middle level teacher preparation pro- 
grams in conjunction with the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher 
Education. He also has a particular interest in interscholastic sports for young ado- 
lescents. 

H . James McLaughlin is Assistant Professor, Department of Elementary 
Education (Middle School Program) at The University of Georgia in Athens. He 
taught school for eight years, primarily on a 7th-grade team in middle school. Jim 
graduated from the University of Kansas and the University of Wisconsin-Madi- 
son before receiving a Ph.D. from the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill. 
His recent research interests center on studying multi-year groupings in middle 
schools and he also writes about teacher reflection, classroom management, and 
Vygotskian theory. Most of his work is done with teachers and principals in schools, 
developing action research projects on a team and school level. Jim has published 
in journals such as International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, Iglidfde 
School Journal , and the Journal of Teacher Education. 

Carol Midgley is an Associate Research Scientist with the Combined Pro- 
gram in Education and Psychology, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michi- 
gan. A graduate of the University of Michigan (Ph.D.), her research has focused on 
the relation between the learning environment and adolescent development. She 
recently co-authored Transforming School Cultures (1996, with Maehr) and has 
published in journals such as Middle School Journal, Journal of Early Adoles- 
cence, Journal of Educational Psychology and Child Development. She is on the 
editorial board of the American Educational Research Journal and the Journal of 
Early Adolescence. 

Rebecca A. Mills is Associate Professor of Instructional and Curricular Studies 
at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas. A graduate of the University of Central 
Arkansas (B.S.E., M.S.E.) and the University of Arkansas (Ed.D.), she taught at 
the junior high, high school, and university levels. Her research on middle level 
teaching and interdisciplinary teaming has been published in Research in Middle 
Level Quarterly and Middle School Journal. She has written articles for Schools in 
the Middle , Action in Teacher Education , and Clearinghouse. 
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Nancy B. Mizelle has been a member of the faculty of the Department of 
Elementary Education at the University of Georgia. A graduate of Meredith Col- 
lege (B. A.), Clemson University (M. Ed.), and the University of Georgia (Ed. D.), 
she taught middle grades in North Carolina and in South Carolina. Her research 
focuses on young adolescents and middle school education and she is particularly 
interested in the transition from middle school to high school and in student lit- 
eracy learning and motivation. She has presented at the annual meetings of the 
National Middle School Association and the American Educational Research As- 
sociation; her publications have appeared in Research in Middle Level Education 
Quarterly and the Middle School Journal and she recently guest-edited a themed 
issue of the Middle School Journal , Creating Literate Environments (1997, with 
Irvin and Gay). 

Emmett R. Mullins is Technology Coordinator at Harbins Elementary School 
in Dacula, Georgia. He earned his B.S.Ed. and M.Ed. in Middle Level Education 
at the University of Georgia and recently completed his doctoral work there, as 
well. He has been a teacher of young adolescents for thirteen years and his doc- 
toral research examined effects of school transition on this age group. Addition- 
ally, he has been author or co-author for numerous social studies curriculum mate- 
rials for the Georgia Department of Education. 

Stephen B. Plank is Associate Research Scientist at the Center for Social 
Organization of Schools and Adjunct Assistant Professor of Sociology, both at 
Johns Hopkins University. A graduate of Northwestern University (B.A.) and the 
University of Chicago (M.A., and Ph.D.), his published research focuses on middle 
school reform, barriers and access to postsecondary schooling, and peer relations 
in classrooms. He also has co-authored a book on alternative organizational de- 
signs and incentive systems in schools (1997 with Coleman, Schneider, and oth- 
ers). 




Elizabeth Platt is Associate Professor of Education, Multilingual/ 
Multicultural Education, Department of Curriculum and Instruction, Florida State 
University. She obtained her doctorate in educational psychology from the Uni- 
versity of Illinois in 1989 and subsequently was project director of a national study 
on limited English proficient students in vocational education. Elizabeth’s main 
mission is to improve instruction of children in the public schools. Though grounded 
in theoretical issues in psycholinguistic aspects of second language acquisition, 
she has more recently begun participant observation work in classrooms and has 
become interested in sociocultural approaches to language learning. In recent con- 
tributions to the Modern Language Journal she has challenged the prevailing model 
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of second language acquisition. She has just completed a publication for the Cen- 
ter for Applied Linguistics entitled The Vocational Classroom : A Great Place to 
Learn English. 

Richard R. Powell is Associate Professor of Curriculum and Instruction at 
Texas Tech University in Lubbock. A graduate of West Texas State University (B. 
S., M. S.) and Indiana University (Ph. D.), he taught at the middle school, high 
school, junior college, and university levels. Additionally, he has taught technical 
laboratory training in the Middle East for two years. He has co- authored several 
works, including Field Experience : Strategies for Exploring Diversity in Schools 
(1996, with Zehm and Garcia) and Classrooms Under the Influence: Addicted 
Families , Addicted Students (1994, with Zehm and Kottler). He has also co-authored 
a monograph titled Classrooms Under the Influence: Helping Early Adolescent 
Children of Alcoholics. His research on teacher education has been published widely, 
including such journals as Teaching and Teacher Education, Qualitative Studies in 
Education , Journal of Research in Science Teaching, and Curriculum Inquiry. His 
primary interest in middle school education is in alternative curriculum contexts 
and curriculum reform. 

Joan Schine , an independent consultant specializing in service learning, early 
adolescence, and school reform, was the founding director of the National Center 
for Service Learning in Early Adolescence at the Center for Advanced Study in 
Education, CUNY Graduate Center. Prior to establishing the Center, she directed 
the Early Adolescent Helper Program, and has been Senior Program Associate at 
the National Commission on Resources for Youth. She is editor of Service Learn- 
ing, the 1997 Yearbook of the National Society for Education. She was a middle 
school visitor for the U.S. Department of Education School Recognition Program. 
At present, she serves on several advisory committees, among them Chapin Hall’s 
Program on Caring, sponsored by the Lilly Endownment, the advisory board for 
the University of Pennsylvania’s Western Philadelphia Improvement Corps Repli- 
cation Project, and the Bridgeport, (CT) Child Advocacy Coalition. A former mem- 
ber and chairperson of the Westport, CT Board of Education, Joan has spoken and 
written extensively on service learning in the middle school and related topics. 

Hilda Rosselli is Associate Professor in the Department of Special Educa- 
tion, University of San Francisco, where she coordinates the Graduate Training 
Program in Gifted Education, directs the College of Education Honors Program, 
and teaches a variety of undergraduate and graduate level courses. She also estab- 
lished the university’s first Professional Development School where she spent five 
years at a middle school supervising over 100 interns and collaborating with fac- 

366 



Author Biographies 



ulty on curriculum and school reform initiatives. Prior to her appointments at the 
university, she worked as a middle school teacher specialized in gifted education 
and curriculum development. She has co-edited two texts in special education and 
authored or co-authored more than a dozen articles or chapters. She has presented 
at over 100 local, state, national, and international conferences and is a board mem- 
ber of the National Association for Gifted Children. Currently her research fo- 
cuses on application of multiple intelligence theory, gifted education, and univer- 
sity/school partnerships. 

Laura P. Stowell is Associate Professor of Language and Literacy, Califor- 
nia State University, San Marcos. She taught middle school language arts and read- 
ing for eleven years while also earning her M.A. and Ph. D. at Ohio State Univer- 
sity. Her research interests are middle school literacy, literacy and technology, and 
assessment. With her CSUSM colleagues, she has published regularly in journals 
such as Middle School Journal , Research in Middle Level Education , and Teacher 
Education Quarterly. Her recent co-authored book is Working with Middle School 
Students (1996, with Rios, McDaniel, and Christopher). 



John H. Swaim is a Professor at Otterbein College in Westerville, Ohio. 
Previous to coming to Otterbein he taught 25 years at the University of Northern 
Colorado where he was awarded emeritus status in 1994. While at UNC he was a 
middle school teacher and principal of the Laboratory School and later developed 
and directed the middle school teacher education program. He received his B.S.E. 
and M.S.E. at Emporia State University and his Ed.D. from the University of North- 
ern Colorado. He is a past president of the National Middle School Association 
( 1980) and a recipient of the John H. Lounsbury Award ( 1 995). He has co-authored 
Meeting the Standards: Improving Middle Level Teacher Education (1996, with 
Stefanich) and Middle Level Teachers: Portraits of Excellence (1995, with Arth, 
Lounsbury, and McEwin). An additional interest of John's is in the area of young 
adolescent sports. He has frequently written and presented on this topic on several 
occasions. 




Conrad F. Toepfer ; Jr is Professor of Education, Department of Learning 
and Instruction, State University of New York at Buffalo where he teaches and 
advises graduate students in curriculum planning and development. Connie has 
worked with middle level schools throughout the North America and abroad. A 
junior high school teacher and administrator before moving to university work in 
1965, he is a Past President of the National Middle School Association and chaired 
the National Association of Secondary School Principals’ Middle Level Education 
Council from 1981 through 1993. Over the past forty-two years, he has contrib- 

367 

356 " 



What Current Research Says 



uted to thirty-five books and monographs and authored over one-hundred-fifty 
articles in general curriculum and middle level educational journals. 



Susan B. Trimble is a faculty member in the Department of Middle Grades 
and Secondary Education at Georgia Southern University in Statesboro. Susan has 
been involved with middle level education for the past fifteen years as a classroom 
teacher, researcher, and teacher-educator. Her professional work and publications 
target middle level teacher preparation and development, interdisciplinary teams, 
and middle level reform, particularly the role of principals. Her doctorate is from 
Florida State University. 

Jerry W. Valentine is Professor of Educational Leadership, University of 
Missouri at Columbia. A graduate of Louisiana Tech University (B .A.), University 
of Southwestern Louisiana (M.Ed.) and the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (Ph.D.), 
he taught at the elementary, middle, and high school levels and has been a princi- 
pal. During his tenure as a professor he chaired two national studies (1980-83 and 
1990-93) of middle level education for the National Association of Secondary 
School Principals. He has served on numerous national committees for the 
principalship and middle level education, authored or co-authored five books and 
several book chapters, published dozens of articles in professional periodicals and 
is currently working with three co-authors on The Middle Level Principal : Lead- 
ership for a Child-Centered School. He directs the Missouri Center for School 
Improvement and is in the process of combining that role with his interest in middle 
level leadership to establish a National Center for the Study of Middle Level Lead- 
ership. 



JillL. VanNess is a doctoral candidate at Florida State University. A gradu- 
ate of Westmont College (B.A.), she taught middle school English as a second 
language in Costa Rica for one year and in West Sacramento, California, for four 
years. She has a California language development specialist credential and a 
Master’s degree in Educational Leadership, from Florida State University. Her 
research interests include the role of inclusion and facilitation of linguistic minor- 
ity students in middle level schools. 




Gordon F. Vars is Professor Emeritus at Kent State University, Kent, Ohio. 
A graduate of Antioch College (A. B.), Ohio State University (M. A. ) and George 
Peabody College for Teachers (Ed. D.), he has taught middle level young people 
almost continuously since 1949. He also has taught both graduate and undergradu- 
ate college students at the University of Maryland, Kent State University, and State 
University of Wisconsin at Platteville. His extensive publications and research 
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deal with middle level curriculum, integrative/interdisciplinary/core programs, and 
evaluation of student progress. His dedication to the education of young adoles- 
cents has been recognized by the Ohio Middle School Association, the National 
Middle School Association, and the National Association for Core Curriculum. He 
continues to share his experience with middle level educators through workshops, 
inservice sessions, and presentations at local, state, and national conferences. 

Todd Whitaker is Associate Professor of Educational Leadership, Adminis- 
tration, and Foundations at Indiana State University, Terre Haute. A graduate of 
the University of Missouri, he was a middle level principal for eight years. In 
addition, he was middle school coordinator responsible for the development of 
two new middle schools in Jefferson City, Missouri. His research interests include 
teacher leadership, the principal, change, and middle level programs and prac- 
tices. He has presented and published in the areas of motivating reluctant teachers, 
teacher leadership, effective change, technology in middle schools, and the middle 
level principalship. 

Allan Wigfield is Associate Professor of Human Development at the Uni- 
versity of Maryland at College Park. He received his Ph.D. in educational psy- 
chology at the University of Illinois. He has done extensive research on how the 
transition from elementary to middle school influences children’s motivation and 
self-esteem. He has published in journals such as Developmental Psychology , 
American Psychologist , and Elementary School Journal. He also co-edited (1994 
and 1995, with Jacquelynne S. Eccles) two special issues of th e Journal of Early 
Adolescence devoted to middle grades schooling and young adolescent develop- 
ment. At the University of Maryland, he teaches a course on adolescent develop- 
ment for students in the secondary education program. 
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N ational Middle School Association was established in 1973 to serve 
as a voice for professionals and others interested in the education 
of young adolescents. The Association has grown rapidly and now 
enrolls members in all fifty states, the Canadian provinces, and forty-two 
other nations. In addition, fifty-six state, regional, and provincial middle 
school associations are official affiliates of NMSA. 

NMS A is the only association dedicated exclusively to the education, 
development, and growth of young adolescents. Membership is open to 
all. While middle level teachers and administrators make up the bulk of the 
membership, central office personnel, college and university faculty, state 
department officials, other professionals, parents, and lay citizens are mem- 
bers and active in supporting our single mission - improving the educa- 
tional experiences of 10-15 year olds. This open and diverse membership 
is a particular strength of NMSA. 

The Association provides a variety of services, conferences, and ma- 
terials in fulfilling its mission. In addition to Middle School Journal , the 
movement’s premier professional journal, the Association publishes Re- 
search in Middle Level Education Quarterly , a wealth of books and mono- 
graphs, videos, an association newsletter, a magazine, and occasional pa- 
pers. The Association’s highly acclaimed annual conference, which has 
drawn over 10,000 registrants in recent years, is held in the fall. 

For information about NMSA and its many services contact the Head- 
quarters at 2600 Corporate Exchange Drive, Suite 370, Columbus, Ohio 
43231, telephone 800-528-NMSA, fax 614-895-4750. 





“Never before has there been assembled and presented in clear, 
understandable terms so much research data on so many facets of middle 
level education” — from the Foreword 

This authoritative volume comes at a critical, yet propitious time and will 
be an invaluable resource as middle level educators continue to fashion 
educational programs designed to achieve maximum academic and 

developmental growth. 
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